
, 0 / 7

7 4  GOVERNMENT

Storage -£7*

V
UNITED STATES-SOUTH KOREAN  

RELATIONS
MT-S-.wh

tin 35/2P 1930

L ’S R A R Y  
Kansas state un ive rs ityH E A R I N G S

BEFORE THESUBC OMM ITTE E ON ASI AN  AN D PA CI FI C AFF AI RS
OF THECOMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS HOUSE OF REPR ESEN TATIVES

NINE TY -SIXT H CONGRESS 
SEC OND SE SS ION

JUNE 25 AND AUGUST 28, 1980

Printed for the use of the Committee  on Foreign Affairs

66-498 0
U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
f x /  WASHINGTON: 1980



r z

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
CL EM EN T J. ZA BL OC KI, Wisconsin, Chairman 

L. H.  FO UNTAIN , North  Carolina
D A N TE  B.  FA 8C EL L,  Florida  
BEN JA M IN  S. ROSE NT HA L,  New  York 
LEE  H. HA MI LT ON , Indiana 
L ESTER  L. WO LFF , New  York 
JO NATHAN B. BI NG HA M, No w York 
GUS  YATR ON, Pen nsy lvania  
CARDIS S CO LL INS, Illinois
ST EPH EN J. SOL ARZ, Ne w York 
DON BO NKER, Washington 
G E R R Y  E.  ST UDDS,  Massachusetts 
A N D Y  IR ELAND, Florida 
DONALD  J. PE ASE , Ohio 
D A N  MICA, Florida  
MICHA EL  D. BARNES,  Maryland 
WILLIAM  H. GRAY III, Pen nsy lvania  
T O N Y  P. HA LL , Ohio 
HO WA RD  WOLPE , Michigan 
DAVID  R. BOWE N, Mississippi 
FLOYD J. FIT HIA N, Indian a 
B E R K L E Y  B ED ELL, Iow a ‘

WILL IAM S. BR OO M FIEL D,  Michigan 
ED WAR D J. DER W IN SK I, Illinois 
PA UL FIN D L E Y , Illino is 
JO HN  H.  BUCH ANAN, Jr., Alabam a 
LARRY WINN, J r., Kansas 
BE NJ AM IN  A. GILM AN , Ne w York 
TEN N Y SO N  G U Y E R , Ohio 
ROBERT J. LA GO MA RS1NO, California 
WILL IAM F. GO OD LI NG , Pennsylvan ia 
JO EL  PR IT CH AR D , Washington  
MIL LI CEN T FE NW IC K, Ne w Jersey 
D AN QUAYLE , Indiana

Brady, Jr., Chief of StaffJohn  J.
Lind a G. Silver, Staff Att it ta nt

Subcom m it te e on  A sia n  an d P a c if ic  Affa ir s

L ESTE R  L. WOLFF , New  York, Chairman
D A N  MICA, Florida T EN N Y SO N  G U Y E R , Ohio
T O N Y  P. HA LL , Ohio JOEL  PR IT C H A R D , Washington
GU S YATR ON, Pen nsy lvania  WILLIAM  F. GO ODLI NG , Pennsylvan ia
ST E PH E N  J, SOLARZ, Ne w York

Edward J. Palmer, Subcommittee Sta ff Director 
Jon  D . Holstine, Minority  Sta ff Contu ltant

Christopher D . W. N elson , Subcommittee S taf f Auocia te 
James J. Przystop, Subcommittee Staff Auocia te

1 Elected  to  com mittee July 2,1080.
(I I)



PREFAC E
The following hearings were held to place on public record the con

cerns of the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs reg ard ing  
the course of Korean-American relations since the assassination of 
President Park  in October  1979, through  the  declaration of mart ial 
law, and the arrest and tria l of many political, religious, and intellec
tual leaders.

Key questions discussed in both hearings included the facts under
lying the various events  themselves, both, as they  related to  the domes
tic Korean context  and as they might impact on I^orean-American 
relations.

Parti cular  emphasis was placed on the natu re and extent of the U.S. 
response to the various events, both public and private. The case of 
former Presidential candidate Kim Dae Jung  was discussed, and both 
the subcommittee and the executive branch witnesses made clear the 
mutua l concerns held by the U.S. Government and people regarding 
the arrest and trial of so many popular South Korean leaders.

Both the subcommittee and executive b ranch sought to emphasize 
that two concerns were paramount: F irst, a general humanita rian hope 
that  compassion would be forthcoming for the various defendants; 
second, that the interest s of interna l stabi lity would be served in a 
manner which would not weaken th e ability of the Korean people to 
withstand external threats.

It  has been a consistent theme of this subcommittee that  human 
rights and U.S. strategic concerns legitimately intersect when domestic 
stability comes into question. As the following hearings demonstrate, 
the executive branch also shares this view.

Where judgments differ is in the selection of appropriate measures 
for the  United States  to demonstrate its legitimate concerns over the 
actions of another government. This is a serious debate, one which was 
not solved in these hearings, bu t which will be continued in the next 
Congress, no doubt, as it was begun in previous Congresses.

For its part , in addition to hearings such as these, the subcommittee 
has communicated both in writing, and in personal, private  meetings, 
its concerns regarding the future  of United States-Korean relations, 
and the more general concerns discussed above.

It  is hoped that publication of these hearings will help focus the at
tention  of the Congress and the American people on vital issues in
volved in United States-Korean relations, and will set the stage for 
continued examination of these relations in the coming months.

L es te r L . W olff ,
Chairman, Subcommittee on A sian  and Pacif ic A ffa irs .
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UNITED STATES-SOUTH KOREAN RELATIONS

W EDNESD AY, JU N E 25 , 19 80

H ouse  of  R e pr e se n t a t iv e s ,
C om m it te e  on  F ore ig n  A ffa ir s , 

Subcom m it te e on  A si a n  an d P acif ic  Aff a ir s ,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 9:40 a.m., in room 2200, R ayburn House 
Office Building, Hon. Lester  L. Wolff (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding.

Mr. W o l ff . The subcommittee will come to order. It  is highly 
significant that  this particu lar hearing is being held on the 30th 
anniversary of the launching of the North  Korean attack upon 
South Korea. If anything, this  should be a signal to the North Koreans 
hat  despite the turmoil tha t exists in South Korea’s political base, 

they should not misinterpret any of the concerns tha t we have, as 
they misinterpreted 30 years ago the U.S. position, of a close alliance 
with the people of South Korea.

The events ol the past month in South Korea have caused serious 
concern for us, of course, but particula rly for the people of South 
Korea. Just a few months ago, during a visit by the subcommittee, 
we heard cautious optimism expressed on all sides tha t the students 
and the military would cooperate, that democracy would take hold, 
and that the domestic uncertainty which had adversely affected all 
aspects of Korean life could be addressed by a people confident of 
their future.

Today, these hopes—dreams—would appear to lie in  tatte rs, and 
many of the prominent political and social leaders with whom we 
met last Janu ary  are in jail or have dropped out  of sight.

The U.S. Government has reacted to this ongoing crisis in a variety 
of ways, and an examination of United  States-South Korean relations 
in the wake of events on e ither side of the Pacific is the topic of our 
hearing today.

Our witness, Michael Armacost, Deputy  Assistant Secretary of 
State for Eas t Asia, is particularly well suited to help us in today’s 
task, as he spent nearly 3 years  as a Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense and as a member of the National Security Council staff, 
specializing in defense and strategic  questions for North Asia.

SUBCOMMITTEE CONCERNS

From the outset, we in the Congress, as with the administration, 
I am sure, have been faced with potentia l conflict between reacting 
to Korean domestic events and the strategic need to make sure tha t 
the continued U.S. commitment to the external security of South 
Korea remain constant  and devoid of doubt.

(1)
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I think  tha t we have generally succeeded in this  vi tal task.However, one of the major themes I  have been trying  to articulate  for the past several years, be it  South Korea or in the  Philippines or in Taiwan, is th at external security is directly  and inherently  re lated to internal  stability . No amount of tanks or missiles, and no U.S. nuclear umbrella, can shield a government from its own people.
That is why, in my ini tial floor remarks on the Korean situation on May 20, I  stressed the point that the U.S. position m ust continue to be th at the best interests of the Korean people and the United States will be served by a return to progress toward restoring the democratic process. This statement  and the followup statement I made on May 22 are available today for your reference.

SPECIFIC QUESTIONS

Among the questions which we will address today, in public session, will be some of the specific responses of the U.S. Government to the situation in South Korea, and what, if any, has been the South Korean reaction.
I unders tand tha t the U.S. Embassy has recently  taken the extraordinary step of distributing several thousand copies of summaries of statements by President Carter, Secretary Muskie, and others directly  to U.S. businessmen and Korean citizens, because of a lack of information in South Korea on the U.S. position.
Second, we will be interested in the administration’s view on why there has been l ittle, if any, reaction from North Korea over a period extending well before the assassination of Presiden t Park in October. Do we have here one of the benefits of United States-China relations?Third, we will want to examine closely some of the specific military questions raised by the recent events, including the  role of the Allied Supreme Commander, General Wickham, both  before, during, and after the riots in Seoul and Kwangju. Obviously, events have called into question the integrity of the joint command structure, and we will want to satisfy ourselves that this structure is still intact.
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, for the immediate short run, we will be seeking to emphasize our individual concern over the wellbeing of Kim Daejung, Kim Jong-pil, and many of the prominent men and women with whom we met in January,  who are now somewhere in custody.
As a parenthetical comment, I would note that  frequent ly in the past few months I have seen it  said tha t our Embassy lacks broadly based contacts  a t all levels of Korean society. Whether or not  this is true, I find it  disturbing that  many of our questions over the months have received the answer, “We don’t have those sources of information.” If ever there should be a nation where the United States  and the people at all levels of another society, public and private,  know each other well, it should be South Korea. I am not talk ing about spying on one another. I am ta lking about mutual interaction and mutual tru st based on 30 years of friendship and interdependence.
It  is our hope th at this situat ion can be rebuilt, and tha t the trad itional admiration and respect of the Korean and American people for each other will win out  over the present atmosphere of fear and mistrust.
A return  to the democratic process in South Korea would hasten this day, a day, I feel we all agree, tha t will be in the best interests of stabil ity in Asia.
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I am going to yield to the gent leman from Ohio, Mr. Guyer, for any 
opening statement.

Mr. Guyer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman
I think  this meeting is most timely. This question has been in the 

minds and hearts  of many people over many months. We have a real 
concern for the direction in which South Korea is going. I am more 
concerned this  morning to  hear some of the answers to these queries 
than  to make comment. I will defer any further comment, and I 
thank the chairman for the opportun ity.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you.
Any other members who would like to make a comment at this 

point?
Mr. Goodling. No.
Mr. Wolff. Mr. Hall.
Mr. Hall. The only thing, Mr. Chairman, if Mr. Armacost could, 

I would ask possibly after his opening statemen t, af ter a few questions, 
to address the Thailand situat ion, very briefly.

Mr. Wolff. Very well.
Mr. Solarz.
Mr. Solarz. No statement, thank you. I jus t came to listen.
Mr. Wolff. I can’t believe tha t. [Laughter.]
Mr. Armacost. That makes me worried.
Mr. Wolff. Mr. Armacost, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL ARMACOST, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EAST ASIA

Mr. Armacost. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I appreciate  the sentiments expressed in your statem ent, with 

which I am largely in agreement. It  strikes me as a highly appropriate 
time to raise these questions. I will be most happy to address them.

I likewise welcome this  oppor tunity to meet with your committee 
and discuss the effect of recent events in the Republic of Korea on 
our relations with tha t country. Let me make a few opening remarks 
and then seek to address some of the questions tha t you have raised. 
I will be happy  to comment on any further questions you have.

SECURITY IS PRIME OBJECTIVE

The first point tha t warrants emphasis is one to which you likewise 
alluded. It  is im portant to remember the context in which we view 
developments in Korea are dominated  by the objective of insuring 
continued peace and stabi lity on the peninsulaZThe natu re of the 
local military  balance and the persistent risk of renewed conflict 
in Korea have required a continued U.S. troop presence, a buildup 
in recent years of South Korean military capabilities, and the devel
opment of an integrated command structu re. It  is our judgment 
that  failure to maintain these elements of deterrence could heighten 
the dangers of hostilities, involving not only the two Koreas, but 
also China and the Soviet Union, Japan , and the United States  with 
unpredictable but  profound consequences for the whole Eas t Asian 
power balance., <

My second observation would be that it is important to recall tha t 
the existence of this threat  and its persistence over a period of a

6 6 -4 9 8  0 80 2
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generation has produced in South Korea a considerable emphasis 
on maintaining stability  through a fairly centralized political system. 
Given our own commitment to democratic values and especially 
our belief tha t over the long term, political stabi lity requires the 
active consent of those who are governed, our relationship with the 
Republic of Korea during a period in which that centralization is pronounced has at times been troubled, despite the existence of very strong, shared security interests.

The assassination of President Park last October marked an im- 
portant watershed in Korean politics. The previous era was one in 
which there had been great economic success, great social strides, and 
considerable equity in the distribution of increased wealth. Yet the very success of Korea in mounting economic growth rates of 10 to 
15 percent a year produced a number of new leadership elements. It  produced a very complicated economic system. It  produced an 
educated population and thereby contributed to pressures for greater 
popular involvement in government and stronger safeguards for the expression of dissenting views.

IM PO RT AN CE  OF CI VI LI AN  RULE

As he returned from the funeral of President Park  last November 
Secretary Vance stated that  there was hope that the interim govern
ment would be able to manage an orderly and constitutional tran
sition under civilian rule in a manner which would be broadly supported 
by the Korean people.

Subsequently the interim government announced, and we heartily  endorsed, a program by Presiden t Choi in December for constitutional 
change and elections which we anticipated  would lead to a new popular 
elected government by the spring of 1981. There were understandable 
differences among Koreans about the pace, the mechanism, the 
personalities, and leaders within Korea tha t w*ould emerge in tha t 
process. But those were n ot particu larly appropriate subjects for us 
to comment on.

Rather , our concern was with forward movement toward con
stitutional reform and elections and the emergence of a goverment 
which was broadly supported and accepted.

As this delicate transit ion process unfolded—the dismantling of 
author itarian  controls, the attem pts to draw a varie ty of elements back into the political mainstream, the efforts of th e parties  to select 
their leaders and to rebuild their organizations, and the initia tion of 
a process of constitutional reform—it was clear, I think, that  the 
road would not be an easy one; there would be obstacles along the way.

OBSTAC LES

We recognized from the outset two obstacles to the orderly develop
ment of an elected and broadly based civilian government within. 
I might add, a society which historically has had its share of factionalism and which, in all candor, is not best known for political 
conciliation or political compromise. On the one hand, the studen ts and 
certain opposition groups were demanding rapid, wholesale change, and we feared their impatience might create a degree of disorder 
which would exceed the  tolerance of other  elements m the establish
ment and raise fears about external intervention. On the other hand,
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we feared elements within the military, impat ient with the inef
ficiencies of interim government or the disorderliness in general of 
democratic politics, m ight take matters in their own hands and seek 
to establish order and discipline in ways tha t society might not find 
acceptable. Both dangers, to some extent, were recognized.

RO K ARMY

Beginning on December 12, a group within the army took progres
sive steps culminating in the extension of martial law to the entire 
country  and a political crackdown to increase their own control of the 
country. I will be glad to go into those matters in greater detail if 
you wish. For the present, let me say simply tha t, contrary to the 
impressions that the authorities in Seoul may have occasionally 
attem pted to convey, the United  States neither knew in advance nor 
conveyed its  approval regarding any of these actions.

On the contrary , we regarded those events, most notably those in 
mid-May, as a setback to the  evolution of a broadly based government 
that  we hoped to see emerge in Korea. Both publicly ami private ly, 
we have expressed our deep concern about the actions taken by the 
martial law authorities. We have expressed our fears tha t they would 
exacerbate rather than alleviate the nation’s problems.

U. S.  PO SITI ON  CE NS OR ED

The Korean public may not fully comprehend our position due to 
rath er stringent censorship, but  we have been concerned consistently 
about several things. One, tha t North  Korea might seek to take 
advantage of the si tuation and exploit it for its own aims. To that end 
we have, as you did yourself, Mr. Chairman, reminded everyone of 
our commitment to the Republic of Korea, warned outside elements 
not to meddle, and, on occasion, when the situation in our judgment 
demanded, brought forces into the area as a tangible expression of our 
concern.

We have also been concerned about the importance of moderation 
and restraint among elements involved in the political process inside 
the Republic of Korea.

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that our deep economic and security 
concerns in Korea have not changed. I would underscore the con
tinuing U.S. tr eaty commitment to the Republic of Korea. As I have 
just  said, we have occasionally warned against any effort by outsiders 
to intervene.

Recently developments have complicated the pursuit  of our in
terests. Long-term s tabili ty in the Republic of Korea, in our view, will 
require political accommodations among significant social and political 
groups. Those accommodations have not yet  been struck. Our own 
policies inevitably will be affected by the nature and extent of such 
accommodations.

'Th e processes through which th ey are accomplished are natura lly up 
to the Korean people, for they, rather  than the U.S. Government, must 
ultimately be the arbiters  of the balance struck between the need on 
the one hand for effective governmental  authority and, on the other, 
for means through which the public, various elements of the public,
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ma y express thei r views and , in re tu rn , see some respo nsivenes s on the pa rt  of the  au tho rit ies /^
Our re lat ion ship w ith  the  K ore an Go vernme nt cannot be unaffec ted 

by thes e events or th at  proce ss tho ugh we will con tinue to wor k toge the r on mat te rs  of m utu al impor tance.

K E Y  U .s . CON CER NS

There  are several key  concerns  a t the moment. You alluded to 
one ; th at  is, the arr est  of pol itical leaders, includin g such  pro minent 
ind ivid uals as Kim  Dae-jung and Kim Jong -pil . We  have been con
cerned by  th e suspension of the Na tio na l A ssembly and  b y t he deepen
ing mili tar y involvement  of Ko rea n generals in d ay-to -da y pol itica l affairs.

At the  h eig ht of t he  d isturb ance i n Kw ang ju, we publ icly  expressed 
the  hope t hat when th at  sit ua tio n h ad  calmed, the  Gover nm ent  would 
quickly  resume a program of po litic al develop ment. Recently Pres ide nt 
Choi  did ann ounce th at  a new co ns titut ion  would be subm itt ed  to 
public referendu m before the end of October, and  th at  elect ions 
would  be held  in the  spring of 1981 in ord er to perm it a new gov ern 
me nt  to be inst alle d by  the end of June . These are im po rta nt  goals, 
bu t t heir r eal iza tion on  terms t hat  co ntr ibute  to the  lon g-term  stab ili ty  
of So uth  Ko rea  is likely to  be  more diff icult  th an  was earli er env isioned.

We believe actions  will speak lou der  th an  words in the coming 
mo nth s, and  we na tura lly  ad just our relations accordingly.

Those cons titute , Mr.  Chairma n, the  open ing observat ion s I in
tended  to make. I hav e no t addressed several of the  que stions th at  
you  h ave  raised. I am prepar ed to do th at , if you th ink th a t is app ro
pri ate , or I can  respo nd to questions.

SPY  SH IP  IN C ID E N T

Mr. W ol ff . Why don’t you resp ond  to the  questio ns I raised  and 
then  I will yield  my tim e to oth ers  on the  com mit tee.  I would like 
you  to add ress one oth er point, however, and th at  is the  au then tic ity  
or the  imp lica tion s of the spy ship  incident th at  ju st  recent ly 
occurred.

Mr.  Armacost. We have no reason  to quest ion  th at  th a t was an 
au the nt ic inc ide nt involving effor ts to inf iltrate  Nor th  Ko rea n age nts  
into the  sou th. The vessel was sunk, as you  know. Act ive efforts are 
under way to raise  the  vessel, and  th at , I presume, will pro vide more  
concrete  evidence.

Mr. W olff . There  was more  to  th at  th an  ju st  one ship . I under
stoo d th at the Nor th  K oreans  pu t up sop his tica ted  air craf t as well.

Mr . Armacost. In  the course of the  RO K’s pu rsu it of th at  vessel, 
the Nor th  Koreans did pu t up air cra ft. Th ey did no t pe ne tra te  sou th 
of t he  m idlin e extension over the  sea. Sou th Ko rea n air craf t also wen t 
up.  No U.S.  air cra ft were invo lved. The  Nor th  Ko rea n airp lane s 
re tur ned to the ir bases. I hav e no reason to do ub t the  au then tic ity  of 
thi s inc ident. Perhaps the re will be more  evidence, once the  ship 
itse lf is raised.

You asked, Mr . Chairman, firs t abou t Nor th  Ko rea n restr ain t. 
I hav e several  com ments on th at .

Their  re st ra in t has to be measured aga ins t wh at  one expects of 
them. Th ere  hav e no t been effor ts by the  Nor th  to un de rta ke  ma jor
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military action. Provocative actions of tha t sort have not occurred 
during the past 8 or 10 months. Obviously, we welcome tha t kind of 
restrain t.

/In other respects, I think North  Korean behavior has been less 
restrained. They have engaged in quite vitriolic propaganda attacks 
against the South and they have renewed their calls for popular 
revolution in the South. They have mounted an active diplomatic 
effort in the nonalined movement seeking to resume discussion of 
Korean issues in international for^«<

V IS IT S TO  N O R TH  KOREA

Mr. Wolff. May I say on this diplomatic effort, a number of 
Members have been invited to North Korea by the North Koreans. 
How does the Department view tha t?

Mr. Armacost. The travel of Members of this body obviously is 
up to the Members of this body.

Mr. Wolff. I am not asking you for permission, because we will 
not ask you for permission.

How will this affect relations? How will it  be perceived?
Mr. Armacost. I would make two comments, Mr. Chairman.
First,  I think it is important to note tha t we are not seeking to 

convey messages through individual Members of Congress. As you 
say, you obviously must make your own decision about travel. The 
other point is that we have no intentions ourselves of initiating contact 
with the North under current circumstances. We do not see any 
benefits that would yield, either in terms of reducing tensions between 
the North and South, or in terms of promoting more active dialog 
between them, or in terms of political development in the South.

As I  was saying, some aspects of N orth Korean behavior reflects 
lack of restraint:  their propaganda, diplomatic efforts, their continued 
infiltration. Why have they not resorted to military assault? I don’t 
know. We can only speculate. I  assume it reflects, in part, their respect 
for American power and our commitment to South  Korea; I expect it 
reflects, in part, their recognition of the defense capabilities of South 
Korea and the willingness of the people of South Korea to defend 
themselves. /

china’s role

Mr. Wolff. What I had inferred, there is a position taken by the 
Chinese particularly .

Mr. Armacost. I was going to say it may reflect some doubts 
on the par t of North Korea about  the support they could anticipate 
from their  historic backers in the event they provoked a military 
conflict. I think it is clear that our improved relations with China 
reflect some shared security concerns in the area, among them the 
avoidance of any conflict on the Korean peninsula.

I would not exaggerate the degree of coincidence of the Chinese 
and U.S. views about the Korean issue. They have rather close 
relations with North  Korea. There are many aspects of No rth Korea’s 
position which PRC  representatives endorse publicly. An impor tant 
point is tha t North Korea is a very important player in the game. 
Their ideology is one of self-reliance. They don’t take orders from 
anyone. To the extent  we can assess this, the Chinese certainly do
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not wish to see a renewal of conflict on the peninsula, and probably would argue against such renewal of conflict.
Mr. Goodling. Mr. Chairman, could I go back to a previous question?
I realize you are in an uncomfortable position sitting  there, but  I think if I were si tting down there and the chairman asked me tha t 

question if I were able to say it, I would have said it is probably in our best interest to delay that trip.  Do you have any trouble with tha t statemen t I have just made, pa rticularly considering the activities of the North Koreans at the present time?
Mr. Armacost. I did not  understand the chairman to be specifically referring to any particu lar trip.
Mr. Guyer. He was asking about Members making a trip which is already programed.
Mr. Goodling. I know I am pu tting you on the spot.
Mr. Wolff. Not programed, bu t invitations extended to Members of Congress. Is i t an opportune time for us to visit there?
Mr. Armacost. I th ink I  would reite rate, Mr. Chairman, that  those 

are decisions to be made by Members of this body. We have neither encouraged nor discouraged such a trip.
Mr. Wolff. I am going to yield now to Mr. Guyer.
Mr. Goodling. I think  he answered my question with the look on his face and the smile he gave, et cetera.
Mr. Wolff. I thought the State Departmen t was inscrutable.

CON GRESSIO NAL CONCERNS

Mr. Guyer. Rather than  pose a lot of questions, let me in my brief time, because we are subjec t to call at any time, express just  a few of the thoughts in my mind, and I do not expect answers.
The ongoing concerns of most of the people I have talked to are, number one, we know we have a puppet government. Most of us have difficulty knowing who the good guys and bad guys are so far as legitimacy. We do not know by identity, and at least I do not know, or how temporary the surrogate  government is.
We notice also tha t there have been releases of dissidents. We wonder if these have been token releases, or whether they are expressions in good faith of th ings to come, and the purpose they are 

trying to accomplish.
Another concern is how, much freedom of the press do we have? You mentioned restrain ts and some censorship. Are we getting accur

ate stories from tha t country?
Another issue, are these targ et dates, such as the meeting of the Assembly and the chance to vote on a constitution, pre tty  authentic 

or are they promissory?
Another one is tha t we understand  the economy has sagged very, very appreciably and, because of the  chaos and the unrest, there has been a decline in the produc tivity, a decline in manufacturing, a definite fall off in exports, and these are concerns because we have also had a ra ther favorable relationship in balance of payments with 

this country.
The other is, how authentic is the diplomatic status? In other words, this would relate probably  to  the chairman’s question about North Korea. How stable are things there if our committee decides
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to call upon the South Korean  Government in the near futur e? 
Is there a state  of cordiality?  Is there a state  of relative safety, 
and so on?

Wh at is the diplomatic status with the Government of Korea  and 
other countries besides us?

I think these are things th at  we would like to know.

U .S . T R O O P W IT HDRAW AL

The other is, w hat is our present troop streng th there now? Could 
you answer the last question, how many troops do we have now?

Mr. Armacost. We have J 8,0 00 , give or take a few people. We 
can correct tha t with precision for the record.

Mr. Guyer. Would you say tha t, because of the trouble or of w hat 
has happened in recent weeks and months, it sort of mandates  now 
a second look at any plans to further remove troops, so far as the 
administ ration is concerned?

Mr. Armacost. No/ As I have said, we have not felt, in view of our 
security interests, that we should tamper  with the basics of our se
curity  relationship, which includes our treaty  commitment and de
ployment of our forces.

Mr. Guyer. I have touched on 10 or 12 points. I  know each one may 
take more than my allotted time. If you have any way of jott ing those 
down and getting back to us, the economy, the employment features, 
the exports, the manufacturing, the confidence in this government, the 
real promise of some change in the hearts  of the people who have 
looked for change, something along that line would be very helpful 
to us.1

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Wolff. Mr. Hall.

FA LL O U T  FR OM  K W A N G JU

Mr. Hall. Th ank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Armacost, prior to the Kwangju tragedy, the South Korean 

military,  as I understand it, enjoyed relatively broad support. Since 
th at  tragedy, what is the feeling about  th e South Korean military and 
wha t is the feeling in the State Depa rtme nt about  the long-term 
stab ility  of South Korea?

Mr. Armacost. W ith respect to the f irst question, Mr. Hall, I think  
it is fair to say that the introduction  of airborne special forces units 
into Kwangju was one of the factors which transformed admittedly 
large-scale demonstrations into what  could be described at  the time as 
a po pular  insurrection in K wangju.

There  were excesses on the par t of those forces. I think, unques 
tionably, those did generate some disaffection among the people in 
Kwangju and others, and those are matters  which, if continued, would 
certainly be of concern.

The second point relates to the involvement of the milita ry more 
generally in the day-to -day management  of political affairs. One 
concern tha t flows from th at  is the  distract ion it necessarily produces

1 See appendix.
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from their professional tasks of maintaining the external defense of the country.
As for the long-term stability of the country, I cannot give a very comprehensive answer at this point. There are obvious factors tha t would contribute to s tabili ty: a common sense of unity in the face of external danger, a common sense of involvement in an economic enterprise from which most segments of Korean society have benefited, although Mr. Guyer has mentioned tha t the curren t economic situation is not as bullish as it has been during the p ast decade and a half. I think there are some of the clearly shared values among most elements of the Korean society.
On th e other hand, it is evident from events of recent weeks tha t there is a desire on the part of many segments of tha t country to partic ipate, more broadly than  was permi tted in the past, in .the political evolution. Those hopes have been to some extent frustrated by recent events, and whether or not there is long-term stabil ity will depend in part on the accommodations st ruck between the establishment and opposition groups and the characte r of the  political evolution la ter in this year.

P R E S ID E N T  C H O l’s  PR O M IS E

President Choi has reaffirmed the Government’s inte nt to carry out constitutional revision and elections. The conditions under which tha t process will go forward are not entirely clear, and I think the modalities will be very impor tant.
Mr. H all. What is your assessment of his ability and his promise to have a new constitu tion and free elections next year?Mr. Armacost. I would feel quite confident th at there would be a constitutional referendum later  this year, and probably elections. I don’t know, quite frankly, what  the precise conditions under which those elections or constitutional referendum would be carried out will be. As you know, we expressed our concerns on May 17 precisely about curbs on the political process, the placing of the National Assembly in limbo, the banning of political activity , the closing of universities, and the arrest of major  political figures.
Mr. Hall. Thank you.
Mr. Wolff. Mr. Goodling.

KW A N G JU  BA CK GR OUN D

Mr. Goodling. Could you give us a little background as to the cause for the problems in Kwangju?
Mr. Armacost. Yes. I think, as I said a moment ago, tha t most observers agree th at the single fac tor tha t probably was most responsible for turning  the student demonstrations into what was v irtually a local insurrection was the conduct of some airborne special forces units, units which operated in ra ther  undisciplined fashion. That  unit entered Kwangju on the 18th of 19th or May in response to demonstrations  after the extension of martial law on the 18th of May, and following the arrest of major political figures.
I might emphasize a couple of points in this connection.
One is tha t those airborne special units, contrary to some popular misapprehensions, were not under the operational control of the
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Combined Forces Commander, General Wickham. Consequently, 
the question of their release did not arise. We were not consulted 
about their deployment. We never condoned their deployment or 
their actions.

JOIN T COMMAND IMPLICATIONS

The second point I would make is tha t in the following week there 
were requests by the Korean military to withdraw some units from 
General Wickham’s Combined Forces Command, and he concurred 
in those requests. He did so on the basis of authori ty reposed in him 
as the Commander of a joint command.

He was asked essentially to concur on the basis of whether or not 
the withdrawal of those units would adversely affect the external 
defense of the country. Since the units in question were general 
reserve forces and were not on the line, he felt that he could not 
resist the request.

He is not in a position, as a member of an alliance t ha t is designed 
to maintain the external defense of the country, to offer judgments— 
it would be improvident for him to do so—about the use to which 
such units might otherwise be put. No sovereign nation would tolerate 
judgments  by a foreign country on th at kind of question.

The basic point, I think, is tha t the special forces units were not 
under his^command; they were committed without consultation. The 
other forces that were involved in Kwangju were general reserve 
forces, and I think  they exhibited a substantia l measure of r estrain t. 
The final operation was one which was conducted in the middle of the 
night, when civilians would not be involved. I t was, I th ink, conducted 
with the kind of prudence which limited civilian casualties.

Mr. Goodling. Were the special forces released by the United 
States  in October not returned to the joint command?

Mr. Armacost. I wdll have to furnish tha t for the record. I don’t 
recall any special forces units  that were withdrawn tha t were not 
returned, but  I  will have to check th at for the record.1

Mr. Goodling. My last question: What  control does President 
Choi have over the destiny of Korea?

Mr. Armacost. Th at is a difficult question to answer. He represents 
the continu ity of civilian government. He is consulted, I think, on 
all major decisions. I think it  is fair to say tha t the major decisions at  
this point  are developed within  a struc ture in which the military 
exercises a very dominant voice.

Mr. Goodling. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Wolff. Mr. Solarz.

STA BIL ITY  IN SOUTH KOREA

Mr. Solarz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Armacost, given the extent to which you indicated in your 

opening statement we have an overriding interest in not only the 
peace, bu t also the stab ility  of South Korea, how do you respond to 
the argument  t ha t a pr  ocess of political liberalization in tha t country 
could actual ly lead to instability  rather than  to stabil ity by creating 
more opportunities  for dissidents and dissatisfied groups to express 
themselves?

1 See appendix.
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We saw, f or  example , what hap pen ed in Ir an  when the  S hah began to move ra th er  dra ma tic all y tow ard  a new politi ca l dispen sat ion  in his  coun try, in which  SAV AK  was curb ed, po liti ca l p art ies  were  giv en the  rig ht  to reg ister,  e lect ions  were promised, and the  press was pe rmitted  more or less freely  to crit icize the  Governmen t.A number of  people hav e expressed some concerns th at  if  a sim ila r process of  libe ral iza tion were embarked upon in South  Korea, i t would have  comparab le ca tas tro ph ic consequences.
I  do not happen  to share  th is  view, bu t people have expressed it. I th ink it would be h elp ful to the  comm ittee  if  you could  l et us know  why, given  o ur  i nte res t in sta bi lity in Ko rea  a t th is  time,  t his  view is not  in our  own na tional intere st.
Mr. Armacost. You rai se a very im po rta nt , difficult ques tion.  Ou r judgments abo ut what would con trib ute  best  to politi ca l sta bi lity reflected a bel ief that , in the  af te rm ath of Pres iden t Par k’s death , it was ine vitable t hat  a new  balance wou ld be str uck between the  re quire ; ments  of ord er a nd  the desires for  freedom.
As I  said  in  my sta tem ent , we h ad  the fee ling t hat  th e grow ing  complexity of the  Korea n economy and  gro wing  edu cat ion  of the public con trib uted to demands  for some grea ter po pu lar invo lvem ent  in  the  process,  and  th at  accommodation of those  dem and s would pro duce a more stable poli tical s tructu re.
We recognized th at  a long with th at  process t he re  were risks. I  said  I  tho ught the  twin dan ger s we recognized at  the out set  were  th at  if  elements of  the opposition behaved with a lack of re st ra in t, t hey could produce reac tions, fea rs of dis int egrat ion  which would produce the  kin d of  events which we have seen in the pas t 6 or 8 weeks.

DEMOCRACY AIDS STABILITY

Mr. Solarz. Y our  arg um ent , if  I  u nders tan d it,  seems to boil  down to the  f act  t hat  st ab ili ty is best insu red  by a broad natio na l consensus within the  cou ntry on the  pol itical arr angeme nt th roug h which the  people could  be governed. Given the  ex ten t to which the  Korea n people have been educated , as  well as th e developmen t o f th e economy, the re is gro wing dem and for pa rti cipa tio n which, if  satisf ied, would lead to s tab ility. Is  that  a f ai r assessment ?
Mr. A rmacost. Yes.
Mr. Solarz. H ow do you account fo r the  f ac t there  are  m any  oth er countries i n the  world , p ar tic ular ly  E as tern  E urop e, where t he  educ ation level is at  least as high  as South  Ko rea ’s, which have  complex economies and yet  don’t have  pa rti cu larly  open politi ca l systems? Or  to take an example  closer  to home, I  ga ther  real s trides have been  made in impro vin g the  educa tional  opportun itie s of  people  in  N orth K ore a; th ei r economy, I  assume, h as undoub tedly grown more complex in the  las t 30 years. Yet, so fa r as one can dete rmine, the y don’t seem to be pub licly  express ing  a dem and  for g reater  polit ica l libera tion there.Of  course, the consequences of exp ress ing such demands  migh t be unac ceptable  to tho se who express  them.
How  do you re la te yo ur  percept ion  of  the need fo r politi ca l change  in Sou th Ko rea  to  th e absence o f p oli tica l chan ge in these  o ther coun tries  with com parable edu cat ion al and  economic situ atio ns?Mr. Armacost. The l ink age s are extremely complex.  P op ul ar  par tic ipa tion in government is not  o nly  the aspir ati on  of  people in Ea ste rn
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Eu ro pe  or  in Korea . I  wou ld da re  say the Ko rea n economy is mo re 
complex and more successful th an  m ost Eu rope an  exam ples you cited.

Th e methods of  imp osing gov ern menta l discip line are also more 
rigorous in Ea ste rn  Eu rope  by vi rtu e of  the kin d of  mo bil iza tion 
pa rti es  t hat  e xis t and, in some cases, the presence  of  th e Sovie t U nio n 
wi th  t he  d isc ipl ine  b ig  br othe r exercises on some of its  neighbors.

I  th in k th at  in Ko rea  we are  no t necessa rily  ta lk in g abou t democ
ra tiz at ion along pa rti cu la r line s dra wn  fro m th e W es t; no r in Ko rea 
can we superimpose or  impose ou r values  on them .

I  do believe th at in a complex  economy th at dep end s very heavily  
on its  involvemen t with th e West  and othe r marke t economies, de
pends very hea vily  on the  judgme nts  o f the  in ter na tio na l inv est me nt 
and business c omm unity, a nd  depen ds f or  it s secur ity  up on a continued  
close and cordia l re la tio nship  wi th the Uni ted State s, th at there are 
othe r fac tors op erat ing th an  one would see in the  Ea ster n Eu rope an  
na tio ns  you cited .

I  wou ld not arg ue th at  we are ta lk ing about m ovem ent immedia tely 
to  a New En gl an d tow n-m eet ing  sty le democracy. Clear ly,  the  
Korea ns,  by vi rtu e of the  th re at  they face in the No rth , by vi rtu e 
of  th ei r own tra di tio ns , by vi rtue  of  the sta te  of th ei r economic de
velopm ent,  migh t recognize the nee d fo r more di sciplined  gov ern me nta l 
arr angeme nts  than  we m ight  p re fe r ourselves.

EXT ERNAL TH RE AT  VS. DEMOCRACY

Mr. Solarz. I  have  he ard th at  argu men t since I  go t here . O f all  
the argum ent s, I find th at one the lea st per sua sive of  all.  Is ra el  
faced,  if  anyth ing , a gr ea te r th re at  fo r 30 ye ars  fro m its  ne igh bors 
th an  S outh Korea  has  faced, wi th four  an d o ne-ha lf war s, not one w ar.  
The very  surviv al of  the  co un try  ha ng s in  the balance.  Th ro ug h it  
all  they  main tained an open, flouri shi ng  dem ocratic  society .

I f  the y can  do it,  othe r coun tries can do it. We  he ld elec tions 
du ring  Worl d W ar  II . I  do n’t mean to  de nigrate or dim ini sh the 
th re at  t hat  South  Korea  faces.  Fr an kl y,  I  don’t find th at jus tifi cat ion  
pa rti cu la rly  persuasive.

Do you th ink politi ca l lib erali za tio n is necessa ry fo r sta bi lit y in 
Nor th  Ko rea  and. if  not , w hy not ?

Mr. Armacost. I  don’t th in k the re is an y que stio n bu t th at ma ny 
cou ntr ies  have  been able  to  m aintain pol itic al sta bi lit y—if  one mea ns 
by  th at the  absence of  ov er t demo nstra tions—for  lon g periods of  
tim e wi tho ut widesp read po pu lar pa rti cipa tio n in government .

In  South  Ko rea  our judg me nt  was th at , given th e ch arac ter of  
th at  socie ty, given some of th ei r exposure to demo cra tic  pro ced ure s, 
giv en th ei r involvement w ith  the U ni ted  State s, g iven th ei r dependenc e 
upon  close economic re latio nship s wi th th e West , some aspi ra tio ns  
fo r wi de r pa rti cipa tio n in governm ent ex isted. Tha t is all I  am t ry in g 
to say.

YU SH IN  CONSTIT UTION

Mr. Solarz. I t  is our  view th at pro gre ss towa rd  po lit ica l lib er al 
iza tio n is an essentia l element of  sta bi lit y in a country . Would you 
con sider a constitu tion pr et ty  much alo ng  the lines of  th e Yu shin 
cons titut ion  a man ife sta tio n of the  kind  of po lit ica l lib era liz ati on  
which  we believe is necessa ry fo r sta bi lity in So uth Ko rea , or wou ld 
we c ons ider th at  in effect a step backwa rd ?
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Mr. Armacost. I am sorry, a revision along the lines of the Yushin constitution ?
Mr. Solarz. Yes.
Mr. Armacost. My impression is tha t both elements within the Government and elements outside the Government did anticipate and hope for some modification o f the Yushin constitution. As to what those precise modifications would be, we have no clear view.Mr. Solarz. Have we given any thought to  the kind of changes that we think  should be carried out ?
Mr. A rmacost. I  think,  Mr. Solarz, tha t really is a matter for the Koreans and, in our judgment, U.S. reactions must be based on whether or no t those adjustments do evoke the support of the people, acceptance by the people.
We are seeking or hoping for  arrangements  which, as I say, reflect accommodations among key elements in Korean society so that there is stability . Tha t probably does require some g reater degree of participation . How much, I can’t say.

CHARGES AG AI NS T K IM  DAE-JUNG

Mr. Solarz. Have we seen considerable evidence against either of the two Kims who were arrested ?
Mr. Armacost. Credible evidence ?
Mr. Solarz. Indicating  tha t they are in fact guilty of what thei r crimes are alleged to be?
Mr. Armacost. I  am not aware tha t the Government o f Korea has issued specific charges against Kim Dae-jung, so I can’t really say. The concerns we have expressed have been for humane treatment, for access by their  families to Kim Dae-jung or other political prisoners.Mr. Solarz. My understanding was tha t he was alleged to have conspired with the Kwangju rioters to provoke disturbances there. Has th at allegation been leveled against him ?
Mr. Armacost. There have been allegations. W hether those are the charges that will be registered, I don’t know.
Mr. Solarz. Do we have any evidence tha t would tend to sustain those allegations?
Mr. Armacost. I do not wish to comment on th at kind of question, Mr. Solarz. We would have to await any bill of par ticulars in a court. Our concerns have been for humane treatment, for ar rangem ents th at would permit  the families access to poli tical prisoners, the avoidance of politically motivated tr ials, excess punishment, th ings  of tha t sort.

CH IN A AND  NO RT H KOREA

Mr. Solarz. Two final questions, Mr. Chairman.
Have we received any assurances from the Chinese with  respect to the intentions of North Korea? And what is our reaction to those assurances?
Mr. Armacost. I don’t th ink, Mr. Solarz, the  Chinese could provide assurances about North Korean conduct because, as I said, North Korea is a very self-reliant country tha t will speak for itself. They have a judgment about the likelihood of aggressive actions by the North; they would not expect such actions. We would draw our conclusions about that based upon our assessment of inhibitions or
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constraint s upon North  Korea, which include not only our power 
and the streng th of South Korea, but also the questions about support  
from North Korea’s allies, and the likelihood tha t from a tactical 
standpoint they may find it more fruitf ul to attempt to exploit through 
political means the uncer tainties tha t may exist.

Mr. Solarz. Do we accept the Chinese analysis tha t the North 
Koreans do not intend to attack South Korea, if we disagree with 
why they may not intend to  do so ?

Mr. Armacost. It  is a difficult question.
The North Koreans have continued over a long period of years to 

seek what we tend to  feel would be a position of military  paramountcy 
on the peninsula. They have devoted extra resources to their m ilitary 
establishment. They have never renounced the use of force as a means 
of promoting the ir long-term objective of unifying the peninsula on 
the ir own terms.

We have not seen evidence earlier th at they apparently are making 
troop movements tha t threaten imminent military  action.

There  has been continued infiltration. We see evidence tha t they 
hope to exploit political uncertainties in the South.

We were encouraged, actually, by events earlier  in the year which 
might, and still could, give rise to a serious and substantive dialog. 
Procedural discussions between North and South Korea continue. 
Even as late as yesterday, they had discussions with their  representa
tives. I think it is f air  to say that some of the momentum has slowed 
down, but tha t they  have continued to talk.

SOUTH  KOREAN PEOPLE’S ASPIRATIONS

Mr. Solarz. Finally, could you give us some sense of the extent to 
which the people of South Korea are dissatisfied with the existing 
political situation  in South Korea? Obviously, Gallup polls are not 
being conducted. Clearly, there are some elements in the society th at 
are unhappy, because otherwise we wouldn’t have had the Kwangju 
disturbances.

I t is difficult for us to get consensus of how widespread tha t dis
satisfac tion is.

In  Iran, before the overthrow of the Shah, it was fairly clear to 
everybody, except our own Embassy, tha t the Shah had lost the con
fidence of the people. Would you say that  the great  majority  of the 
people of South Korea are dissatisfied with the recent trend oi events, 
or is it simply impossible to determine what the ir atti tude is ?

Mr. Armacost. It  is difficult to determine. I  think  tha t long-term 
stabi lity requires political accommodations th at have not as yet been 
finally struck. Tha t is why we will watch very carefully developments 
over the coming months as th is process of constitutional reform and 
elections unfolds.

Mr. Solarz. Thank you very much.
Mr. Goodling. Mr. Chairman, may I make one quick observation?
My African Subcommittee chairman usually makes very profound, 

well-thought-out statements. We will need an hour sometime for  him 
to explain to me the illu strat ion he used, using Israel in relationship to 
South Korea. It  just blows my mind. Their backgrounds, where they 
came from, their cu ltural backgrounds, we will need an hour sometime, 
because th at really blew my mind.
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Mr. Solarz. I f  the  gen tlem en will  yield, I  wi ll tr y  to  do it  in 1 minute.
Mr. W olff. I th ink if  you wil l wi thh old  th at , because I am  not going to ge t into  a discussion of  the Middle Eas t whi le we are  in a discussion o f thi s area . Th is will  take  tim e. I  a m sure you tw o can g et tog eth er a nd  you can expla in it.

TROOP BEH AVIOR IN  K W ANG JU

I  would like  to get  back to the question of  So uth Ko rea and the recent even ts there .
You did  allu de to  the fac t th e air bo rne un its  were  brou gh t into Kw angju . We have  he ard  sta tem ents th at there were  excesses th at  were committed  by the  airborne  troo ps.
Do you know whether or no t the se excesses were  commit ted , a cts  o f br ut al ity  were committ ed with the  knowledge of  Seoul , or  w ere they  ind ividual acts  ? Have we looked to th at , and wh eth er or no t th ere has been a ny action taken again st those w ho c ommit ted these a cts?Mr. Armacost. On the firs t po int, Mr. Chairma n, I  can’t comment specif ically about the  pa rti cu la r knowledge or  approv al of them by ind ividuals  in Seoul. Ou r concern  was th at  un its  of t hi s kin d, tra ined  fo r combat with a foreig n foe, may no t be the  most  ap pr op riate fo r invo lvement in de aling with civ il u nres t at  home.
I  th ink there  is no ques tion th at  th ei r wi thdraw al  on Monday of  th at  week led to  a per iod  in which there were active neg oti ations, an d the situa tio n calmed down.
I  can not  say specif ically  wh eth er there were  di sc iplin ary actions  aga ins t ind ivid uals. I believe  there were  some sta tem ents by the au tho rit ies  which in a som ewh at ell ipt ica l fashio n too k note of, or  acknowledged, possible  excesses, bu t those were no t very dir ec t comments .

U .s . POL ICY RESP ONSE

Mr. W olff. The New York Tim es ha d a sto ry  on th e 13th rel ati ve  to certa in actions  th at  have been taken,  o r l ack  o f a ction.A m ission  by B ruce  Lle wel lyn of  O PIC  or igi na lly  set  was  postp one d indefinit ely.
A rou tin e mee ting  of  the  South  Ko rea n Fo re ign M in is try’s st ra tegic  pla nners  wi th the  State  Dep ar tm en t was pos tponed .An oth er economic g rou p h ead ed by Jo hn  Moore has  been  allowed  to  proceed as planned.
The sta tem ent  ha s been made , a quo tat ion  w as made, o f some senio r Sta te De partm ent official anonym ous ly re fe rre d to  here,  “The  message we wa nt to ge t across is th a t it  is no t bus ines s as usua l between our  tw o c oun tries .”
Is  t hat  a  t ru e ind ica tion  of  o ur  p osi tion at  th e momen t? Could you exp lain any  of these actions  that,  h ave been tak en, or  l ack  of  a ction ?Mr. Armacost. I  th ink th at  is a f ai r sta tem ent . Our  objectives  hav e not  changed in Korea. We  obv iously hav e en du rin g objectives in avo iding renewal of conflict, prom oting  red uct ion  o f tension s, pro mo ting  sta bi lity throu gh  economic prosperity, adequ ate  income dis tri bu tio n,  and pol itical arr angeme nts  th at a re a cceptable  to  the  pub lic.
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Th e objectives have not changed. Circum stan ces  have change d in 
recent  weeks. Those  hav e pro mp ted  us to  review our day -to -da y 
dea lings with the Ko rea n au tho riti es.  We will obviously con tinu e 
im po rta nt  m att ers o f m utu al interest.

U.S. ECONOMIC SANCTIONS

Mr. W olfe. I s sec uri ty also concerned  wi th economic sta bi lity?
Mr. Armacost. I t  is, indeed. We have  a con tinu ed stake in the  

economic prospe rit y and grow th of Korea . I  th ink a prog ram  of 
punit ive  sanctions wou ld no t contr ibu te eit he r to politi ca l lib erali za 
tio n in Ko rea  or to  the  adv ancement  of our commerc ial interests .

Mr.  Moore wen t wi th th at  in mind. We have  large  exposure , over  
$3 bi llion  in the  Exp or t- Im po rt  Bank. He  was not going t o app rov e 
new loans at  th e t ime . E ximba nk  d id  not h ave  a lot  of  money avai lab le 
fo r new commitm ents . I th in k his  presence in Ko rea  was a rem ind er 
th at  the  in ternat iona l business com munity  does have a large stak e in 
Ko rea  an d th at  the y watch  developmen ts in Korea  in order to make 
judgme nts  abo ut wh eth er or  no t investm ents are  ap prop ria te.

Th e specific tr ip  th at  was  pos tponed  was of Mr. Llewel lyn.  OPIC  
has an exposure of  aro und $50 mil lion  in South  Korea . Tha t has  not 
been rescheduled . Po lic y plan ning  ta lks  d id seem i na pp ropr ia te  u nder 
the  circums tanc es. We also yeste rda y abs tain ed on an AI)B  loan  for 
Ko rea , on Inc hon po rt  developmen t. As I said , we d on ’t th ink th at  a 
prog ram of puni tiv e sanctio ns is like ly to be he lpf ul , bu t under the  
cu rren t circ umstan ces  and at  the  pre sen t time, I  th in k our  abs ten tion  
does convey a sig na l of ou r concern.

F -1 6  SALES

Mr.  W olff. In  th at  same art icle, anoth er official said the  Un ite d 
State s was de ter mi nin g wh eth er to go ahe ad with  the  promised sale  
of F- 16  fighte rs to  South  Ko rea , to  which the  Un ite d Sta tes  agreed  
in pr inc iple las t year,  as a successor to the  F ^ t’s and  F -5 ’s.

W ha t is the sta tus of the  F- 16  sale?
Mr.  Armacost. I  th ink,  Mr . Ch airma n, th at  issue rela tes  to the 

comments M r. Guyer  was  mak ing e arl ier , about t he economic problem s 
faced by K ore a as a r esul t o f v ery  h igh  infl atio n rate s. As a  re sult of a 
doubling in the  oil bill  and  as a res ul t of othe r fac tor s which have 
pro duced  a gro wth pro spe ct of 2 per cent th is year ins tead of the 
cus tom ary  10 to 15 percen t, the av ail ab ili ty  of funds the y have 
availabl e fo r defense proje cts  is no t wh at was expected.

Th e F- 16  i s a lon ger  te rm  prog ram . I t  is  a very expensive  prog ram . 
Th ey  are  havin g to assess at  the  moment th ei r ab ili ty  to  finance 
th is  proje ct,  and  to th at  ex ten t we don ’t confr on t th at  issue 
imm ediate ly.

Mr.  W olff. In  othe r words,  th is  is a decision th at  would no t be 
ou r decis ion, bu t wou ld be thei rs?

Mr.  Armacost. I t would be a mu tua l decision, a decis ion on th ei r 
pa rt , in  the  firs t ins tance,  as to when  the y wish  to go ahead, and  a 
decis ion on ou r part  of  when to no tif y the Congress of  ou r int en tio n 
to go forw ard .
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TALKS BETWEEN NORTH AND SOUTH KOREA

Mr. Wolff. What significance do you attach  to the calling off of the North-South  talks by the North  Koreans? I understand that  President Choi did ask, or his representat ive asked, for a meeting between the two heads of government the two Prime Ministers. That has been postponed now?
Mr. Armacost. It has not been broken off. The most recent discussions were on Tuesday of thi s week, the 24th. The South Koreans did propose moving on to the ministerial level talks. I said earlier tha t I thought the momentum had slowed down in those talks, reflecting in part , perhaps, some uncertainties in the political sphere in the South.
The next preliminary talks, working level discussions, are scheduled for August 20.
So, there is a slightly longer hiatus between this most recent discussion and the next scheduled discussions, but they will continue.

THA I-KA MPUCH EAN  BORDER SITUATION

Mr. W olff. Mr. Guyer has left, but he and Mr. Hall asked me— and I  am very much interested in the  situat ion—if we can shift  gears for just a moment. We had a quorum; we don’t have a quorum any longer, so we can’t go into an executive session on Thailand, but what can you tell us about Thai land at the moment ?Mr. Armacost. The s ituation is one that we regard  as very seri > s. There were incursions along the broad front on the border,  p< te- tration of Thai terri tory  of several ki lometers; some heavy shelling continues; casualties on both sides which, while modest, are nonetheless matters  of concern, 18 or 19 Thais killed in the action yesterday or the day before—over 30 Vietnamese, many civilians—in the hundreds, although we have no precise counts.
The effect of this open host ility on the border has been to disrupt the cross-border feeding operations  upon which perhaps hundreds of thousands of Khmers depend for thei r survival.The Vietnamese troops, as fa r as we can ascertain—and I don’t have complete confidence in the information on this—have app arently gone back to the Cambodian side of the frontier, but their deployments are directly next to the  frontier,  and, therefore, there is always the possibility of new incursions.
In any event, their  presence there does pose an ongoing problem for the cross-border feeding operations and the distr ibut ion of seed, which is important to increase the self-sufficiency of the Cambodians in food production.
Mr. Wolff. To what do you attribute the Vietnamese burst of activity there?
Mr. Armacost. It  is difficult to speculate with great confidence. Some of the possible motives may have been those which I mentioned : To disrupt the feeding operation, to in timidate the Thais, to split the ASEAN countries on the eve of the summit meeting in Kuala  Lumpur , which will be this week.
It  might  be a reminder of the consequences of failu re to accept or acknowledge what they claim is the irrevers ibility of the situa-
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tion in Kampuchea. I can’t say with confidence, but I expect thnn<* 
motivations were behind their  decision.

U.S. COMMITM ENT TO THAILAND

Mr. Wolff. We have an agreement with Thailand in effect—not, 
I guess, a mutual defense pact, but we do have an agreement to 
support the Thais  in the event of a threat to thei r terr itori al integ
rity,  do we not, and do we consider this still in effect ?

Mr. Armacost. Yes, indeed we do. I t derives from the Manila  P act 
and it was confirmed bilaterally in the Rusk-Thanat agreement in 
1962. It  is in effect.

We have reiterated it frequently. We have expressed that commit
ment in more tangible  form th rough the  continued provision of FMS 
credits, our efforts in recent months to accelerate the delivery of 
equipment, and through our major  efforts in the refugee field which 
help alleviate the tremendous burden on the  Thais in having a large 
refugee population on the ir border.

Mr. Wolff. I know other members of this committee will have 
questions regarding both Thai land and Korea. I should like to just 
ask two final questions.

WHEREABOUTS OF KI M DAE-JUNG

No. 1: Do we know the whereabouts and physical condition of  the 
various people who have been incarcerated, and whether or not their 
families can visit them? I am talking about Kim Dae-jung and Kim 
,Tong-pil and the like.

Mr. Armacost. No, we do not know their whereabouts.
As far as I  am aware, t heir  families have not had access to them.
Mr. W olff. Could we request the Department try  to update us on 

this information, whatever inform ation you can get regarding the 
treatment and situat ion, of these people ?

Mr. Armacost. Yes indeed.1
Mr. Wolff. Second, the  informat ion tha t we have been getting  out 

of Korea, the press reports that we have seen, are they fairly accurate 
reports?  In  other words, Stars  and Stripes and the like, Voice of 
America, are these accurate reports tha t they are giving out, th at we 
are being able to elicit from the Koreans ?

Mr. Armacost. I  am not sure I understand which report.
Mr. Wolff. Are they censored in any way? Are our people cen

sored ?
Mr. Armacost. You mean American correspondents’ reports?
Mr. Wolff. Yes.
Mr. Armacost. I don’t believe they are, no. The censorship applies 

to those materials tha t are produced and distributed  to the Korean 
public in Korea.

Mr. Wolff. The reports we are getting from them are accurate 
repor ts ?

Mr. Armacost. I am not sure I know who “them” is. Is it our 
correspondents opera ting in Korea ?

Mr. Wolff. Yes.
1 See appendix.
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Th an k you very  much.
Mr. Ha ll.
Mr. H all. Th an k you, Mr.  Ch airma n.
I  un derst and th at  the  recent  clash between Vietn am  and  Th ai land  is becom ing more than  a bo rder clash. Th is was  ap pa ren tly , as I un de rst an d it,  a majo r th ru st  into Th ai land . I t  is fa ir ly  close to Bangkok as I  remember .
My ques tion is : Is  there any  k ind o f a ssessment t hat  comes from the  St ate De pa rtm en t r ela tiv e to wh at the overa ll plan  is in Vie tnam ? In  othe r words, how is the  St ate De pa rtm en t tr ea ting  and  assessing the  recent  thr us t in Th ai land  t hat  a pp ears to me to be  more than  a border clash ?
Mr. Armacost. The  ac tua l incurs ion , of  course, has  been lim ited to 

the borde r areas. I t has  involved pene tra tio n of  seve ral kilo meters ins ide  Th ai te rr ito ry . We  tak e it  very seriously .
The n umbers o f u ni ts th at were involved we can’t sp ecify w ith  great  prec ision. Th ere  were some where between several  hundred  and a 

coup le of  tho usa nd. I  rea lly  can’t be more prec ise th an  that.
Bu t the re are  thousands  o f Vie tnam ese troops  a lon g the  bord er and 

alo ng a str etc h of  50 or  more  miles. They ar e dep loye d d irectly next to the border . The po ten tia l fo r fu rthe r clashes exists.
We conside r th is a very serious  matt er . We will  issue a forma l sta tem ent th is  noon,  again  expre ssing our concern.
I  would expect, Mr. Hal l, in goi ng back  t o ea rli er  comments abo ut ou r com mitm ent,  th at  the Th ai,  now havin g been involved in combat 

on the  borde r, wil l have to look even more ser iously at  the  adeq uacy  of  th ei r own defenses, an d we have been tra di tio na lly  the  pr inc ipal 
su pp lie r o f e quip ment. Th ey  w ill pro bably  require  ad dit ion al support . We  w ill have  to look at  t hat very serio usly  i n the days ahead.

TH AI MILITARY CAPABILITY

Mr.  H all. I  was in Tha ila nd  a  few yea rs ago. I  know  at  t ha t tim e the Th ai  m ili ta ry  was n ot  th e m ost resp ecte d m ili ta ry  o rga niz ation. Is  it  be tte r to day t ha n i t was 10 years  ago ? W ha t is yo ur  assessment of the Th ai  mili ta ry  ? Can  they  han dle  the  sit ua tio n th at  is now dev eloping in  sou theast  Th ai lan d?
Mr.  Armacost. I  th in k th at  depends on wh eth er or no t th is  was a lim ited incurs ion  or  fore shadow s much la rg er  ac tiv ity  alo ng  the  broader fro nt.
I th in k there  h as been pro gre ss towa rd  p rofess ionalism  o f t he  T ha i mili tary . General Prem , who is now Pr im e Mini ste r, attach es gr ea t 

imp ortanc e to inc rea sin g the readiness  of  the Tha i forces. I t  is quite clear th at  the Vie tnam ese,  af te r ha ving  been involved in combat fo r 
30 years, have  ex tra ordina ry  pro ficiency in t hat  field.  They  do have  the  advanta ge  in the mili ta ry  balance.  St rict ly  spe aki ng , the  mili ta ry  
adv ant age s d o rest to some degree wi th  th e V ietn amese, a lth ough  they 
are  stre tched pr et ty  th in , giv en thei r involvement  in Ka mp uch ea and  the  need to pro tec t th ei r no rth ern border.

Mr.  H all. Th an k you.
Mr. W olff. I  tak e it  the  Vie tnames e have plen ty  of  equ ipm ent  supp lied inadve rte nt ly by  the Un ite d Sta tes ?
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Mr. Armacost. There was such inadvertent supply of equipment. I  
thin k most o f the equipment they are now finding useful is coming 
from from another source and seems to  be coming in in grea t abun
dance. The Soviet Union has been a very willing supplier of massive 
amounts of equipment.

SOVIET EQ UI PM EN T

Mr. Wolff. Do we have any indication of the amount of equip
ment and the type of equipment t ha t has been brought into Vietnam 
from the Soviets ?

Mr. Armacost. Yes, we do. I  will be happy  to supply tha t for the 
committee. It  involves all types of modern equipment, quantities in 
the billions of dollars.

Mr. Wolff. We would ask you to supply that and it will be in
cluded in the record.1

Any fur ther comments you would like to make, because we are 
now on a vote, unless Mr. Solarz has other questions ?

Mr. Armacost. No, Mr. Chairman, I  have no further  comments.
Mr. Wolff. Thank you very much.
The subcommittee stands adjourned .
[Whereupon, at 10:50 a.m., the hearing was adjourned, subject to 

the call of the Chair.]
1 See appendix.





UNITED STATES-SOUTH KOREAN RELATIONS
TH UR SDAY , AUGUST 28,  1980

H ouse  of  R e pr e se n t a t iv e s ,
C om m it te e  on  F orei gn  A ffa ir s , 

Subcom m it te e on  A sian  an d P acif ic  A ffa ir s , 
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 2 p.m., in room 2200, Rayburn  House 
Office Building, Hon. Lester L. Wolff (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding.

Mr. W o l ff . The subcommittee will come to order.
Today we engage in the lates t in our series of hearings on the 

situat ion in South Korea. I think we can all agree tha t we wish we 
could discuss more positive aspects of the United States-South 
Korean relationship.

However, the pace of disquieting events in South Korea continues 
to exceed our previous considerations, thus reemphasizing our con
cern for political and social stability there.

Why this should be, in a nation with which we have had the closest 
of relations for 30 years, I am quite frankly dismayed to note.

REP ORT 2 MONTHS AGO

In any event, just  8 weeks ago, Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State Michael Armacost partic ipated with us in a wide-ranging dis
cussion of the  events leading up to the tragic social disorders of May, 
the arrest of many leading political and intellectual figures, including 
Kim Dae-jung, and the ever-rising star  of General Chun.

At that time, Secretary Armacost indicated tha t the U.S. Govern
ment  shared the concerns of the Congress and the American people 
that  the best interes ts of stabi lity in South Korea would be served 
by a return to democracy, by a fair  and open trial of those arrested, 
and by leniency in the name of promot ing unity among the  Korean 
people.

Among other possibly hopeful signs, Secretary Armacost cited as 
evidence of potential stabi lity the promise by President Choi to hold 
a constitutional referendum in the fall and free elections next spring.

UPDATIN G EVEN TS

Today, just 60 days later,  President Choi is gone from the scene, 
supplanted as President by General Chun; Kim Dae-jung and many 
of his associates are on trial for their  lives, and many of the concerns 
we have been expressing for the past several months remain in the 
forefront of U.S. concern.

(23)
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Thu s, we welcome toda y’s witness, Hon. Richa rd Holbrooke, Ass istant  Secre tary  of State  for Eas t Asia and the  Pacific. Among the  ma ny issues we hope he will address s are the  following:1. According to press rep ort s, you personal ly, Mr. Holbrooke, author ized  General Wic kha m to re tu rn  to du ty  in Korea, despite  his previous endorsemen t of the poli tica l ambiti ons  of General  Chon. Please  outl ine you r reason ing  for this step, which certa inly seemed to pu t the  seal of approva l on Gen eral  C hu n’s recent  accession to the  Blue House.
2. W ha t is the U.S. relationship with Gene ral Chun, and  is i t going to be possible to deal  with his gov ern me nt through normal  St ate De pa rtm en t channels?
3. W ha t is the  curre nt si tuat ion in the  ma ny tria ls,  parti cu lar ly th at  of Kim Dae -jung, and wha t have  been the  responses from Korea to rep resentatio ns of the  Un ite d Sta tes , bo th  gover nm ental and  privat e? Are we cont inu ing  to  make official repr ese nta tions?4. W ha t is the  presen t security sit ua tio n on the-  Ko rea n pen insu la? Do we still  face a sit ua tio n where the  sec uri ty conside rations  mus t always take precedence ove r U.S.  pol itical concerns— such as the  decision to send General  Wick ham back to Korea?5. At wh at po int  do domestic  South  Korea n pol itical and  social  eve nts  themselves constitute  a s ecu rity  concern fo r t he  Un ite d Sta tes? How do we seek to positively influence or rea ct to such eve nts  if Korea n leaders know  the y can always cite  the  perceiv ed th re at  from  the  No rth , thu s evad ing serious U.S. act ion? In  thi s vein , is thi s the  proper  time to reexamine our mi litary  assi stan ce programs to South  Kore a?
6. Fro m press reports, it  wou ld app ear  th at a miss ion to Ko rea  by  Mr.  Nimerow, head of the  Mari tim e Ad minis tra tion, was canceled to show U.S. displeasu re ove r eve nts . The same stor ies ind ica ted , however, th at  t he visi t was canceled because it  was no t thou gh t th at he could  conduc t subs tan tiv e tal ks  in the  pre sen t situa tio n.W ha t kind of a  signal is t his? How does it  s tac k up  again st sending Gen eral  W ickham back into action?
7. With  the ascendency of General  Chun, and ta lk  of cre ating a single, 7-year term of service , wh at is your  asse ssm ent  of the  fu ture  of democracy in Korea, pa rti cu larly  t he  abili ty of the pol itical sys tem  to accommodate the  growing sop his tica tion and exp ectatio ns of the Korean people?
8. How well will General  Ch un and  his associates be able  to respon d to the  economic conditions  which  ha d bes et the pa st gover nment?  In  partic ula r, how are  they  likely  to ha nd ’e worker unres t? Wiff we see a rep ea t of the  so rt of force emp loyed again st Kw angju , in admi ttedly  s ome wha t differen t circums tances?Le t me stress th at  I do no t th ink  it is the  responsibil ity  of thi s com mit tee to pass jud gm ent on a new admi nis tra tio n. My concern  is the  bas ic q ues tion  of overa ll s ecu rity  of S outh Korea , which includes the  intern al securi ty as well.
W ith  those  questions rais ed to the  Sec retary  and Admiral Jon es,  who is accompanying him, I am going to give you  time, Ric har d, to answ er the  ques tions; bu t, before I do ask for the  answers, I would like to welcome my colleague, Chairma n Bonker , wi th whom  I have
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had the pleasure to chair an im portant series of human rights hearings 
in Asia earlier this year.

After Don has spoken, I think it  would be best to answer the ques
tions that we have posed.

Mr. Solarz. Mr. Chairman, if I may take the liber ty of making 
an observation, I am delighted to see tha t our good friend from the 
State of Washington, having already established his credentials as an 
expert on Africa and human rights, is now moving into the field of 
Asia.

I have no doubt that  he will contribute as much to our deliberations 
concerning that  part of the  world as he did with respect to our debates 
over Africa.

So it is good to have him here. You know, Mount St. Helens was 
in his district. Anybody that can still be smiling after that explosion 
took place obviously is one to reckon with.

Don, we are delighted to have you.

STATEM ENT OF HON. DON BONKER, A RE PR ES EN TA TIVE  IN  
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WA SHINGTON

Mr. Bonker. Thank you both, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Solarz, 
for your gracious remarks. Rest assured I will not be treading, or if 
I do, I will tread lightly, in Asia. My concern there is with human 
rights which are now being violated in South Korea.

We have found a market in South Korea for the export of volcanic 
ash. I hope nothing I say here will disrupt  our economic relations 
with that  country.

Mr. Wolff. You have much to sell, I guess.
Mr. Bonker. To give away.
I would like to commend the  chairman for conducting these hear

ings and also thank  him for the opportunity to speak before his sub 
committee. We did conduct jo int hearings on human r ights violations 
in non-Communist countries, and there was much discussion of human 
rights problems in South Korea.

Mr. Chairman, I will keep my remarks very brief.
Those of us who have followed developments in South Korea are 

concerned about the role of South Korea’s military, concerned about 
the extreme violations of human rights in that country, and concerned 
about the show trials of dissidents, especially the trial of Kim Dae- 
jung.

Most would agree that long-term stabil ity and security  of Korea 
can be accomplished by a continuing process of political liberalization.

I am sad to say that process has been harshly inter rupted. Today  
we are witnessing a constitutional and political charade as General 
Chun attem pts to legitimize his rule.

Firs t he takes over the government but leaves in place a figurehead 
civilian President. Next he savagely represses the  opposition. Then he 
forces the figurehead President to resign. Finally, General Chun re
signs from the army and has himself selected as the new President.

We should note, Mr. Chairman tha t making a mockery out of the  
constitutional process by observing it in form but not in substance 
is a disturbing reminder of what  happened in Germany as Hitler 
made his  rise to power in that country.
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DE TE RM IN AT IO N TO WO RK  TO GE TH ER

Several months ago when I visited South Korea, I was impressed by the determination of most segments of Korean society to work together to bring about greate r progress toward democracy. Every sign pointed to the direction of instituting a truly democratic system. In meeting after meeting, Koreans  from all walks of life, in and out of the Government, expressed the hope th at the provisional Government would be able to manage an orderly and constitutional transition under civilian rule. They spoke of looking forward to the constitutional changes and free elections which would give them a new government broadly supported by all segments of Korean society. All of us who advocate the cause of human rights in the world were encouraged by what seemed to be a very promising situation leading to the political liberalization in tha t country.

SH AT TE RE D HO PE S

Now these hopes lie shattered as the Korean military moved quickly to reinstate  a severe martial law which curbed the incipient political process, led to the closing of the nationa l assembly and universities, forced the abandonment of all political activity, and led to the arrest of many major political figures.

KIM DA E-JU NG

This is the most disturbing of all because, as the chairman of the subcommittee tha t oversees human rights policies, I led a delegation to meet with all of the political leaders in tha t country,  including the three Kims. It  was Kim Dae-jung who easily stood out as the most popular figure in the country. There seemed to be a growing consensus tha t if an election were held at any given moment, that it would be Kim Dae-jung who would prevail as a newly elected leader.I think th at is what has caused the military to be concerned and to inhibit the political process; anything tha t would prevent Kim Dae- jung’s election.
Now he is being tried on charges of violating antisedition, antisecurity, national security and anti-Communist laws. There is grea t fear about his safety. The fear is tha t Kim’s show trial will automatically lead to his conviction. Then Kim Dae-jung will either face a certain long-term confinement or execution.As a recent editorial in the New York Times of August 18 notes:
Most Americans who care abo ut South Korea are dismayed by General Chu n’s bruta lity and look upon his show tria l of Kim Dae-jung as morally  indis tingu ishable from what passes for justice in Communist No rth  Korea .
The State Depar tment  has characterized the charges against Kim Dae-jung as “farfetched.” Most observers of the sorry state  of events in South Korea are very concerned tha t Kim Dae-jung will not receive a fair trial. The fact tha t international  observers from Amnesty Internationa l and the International Commission of Jur ists have been prohibited from attending his trial and the '’act that its proceedings are being censored only help to underscore those fears.
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SE CU RI TY  DEP EN DEN T ON ST AB IL IT Y

South Korea’s nationa l security is dependent on stabi lity and 
stabi lity can be best insured by a broad nationa l consensus. In fact, 
South Korea’s fu ture growth and development are dependent on the 
support of the people rather than on measures which restr ict their 
civil and political liberties.

If the South Korean Government is perceived by its own people 
as a renegade government, who will defend it if an emergency should 
arise?

Facing a hostile enemy, how will i t survive if its own population is 
hostile as well?

Mr. Chairman, I am convinced there are only two ways this ad
minist ration can send a message to South Korea.

Based on my visit there—and both of you have been there recently— 
there are two major interes ts or concerns in the country. One is with 
their  security  and the o ther is with their economy, and it we are going 
to back our words wi th any kind of action, we are going to have to 
direct our efforts in a way tha t will be more effect ive/I am not certain 
that  we ought to interfere in any sense with the security requirements 
of that country at this time, though I think their security problems 
might be interna l as well as external, bu t I do think we can send 
messages through economic measures .^

The Eximbank tha t we passed upon the other day has reserved, 
I believe, $400 million in Eximbank credits for South Korea. If the 
State Departmen t so chooses, with the President’s blessing, we can 
block those funds and send a message to General Chun, tha t the 
United  States will not tolerate  the steps of repression that we are 
now seeing in tha t country.

I would hope tha t through  these hearings the committee could 
press the State Department and this administra tion to act more 
effectively to bring about  a continued liberalization of th at country.

Than k you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Wolff. I thank the chairman for his statement. We have had 

the second bell, so the vote is on in the House.
The committee will stand in recess until we have voted.
[A brief recess was taken.]
Mr. Wolff. The subcommittee will resume.
We will now hear the testimony from the esteemed Assistant 

Secretary  of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs.

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD C. HOLBROOKE, ASSISTANT SECRE
TARY, BUREAU OF EAST ASIAN AND PACIFIC A FFAIRS,  DEPART
MENT OF STATE

Mr. Holbrooke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the 
opportunity to return before your subcommittee and discuss, ac
companied by my colleagues from the Department of Defense and 
the Join t Chiefs of Staff, the difficult curren t situa tion in Korea.

I do not have an opening s tatement. I will confine my remarks to 
two basic p oints:

The situation  in Korea has been exceedingly difficult, as both  of you 
know, since the death of President Park Chung Hee in October of 
last year.

6 6 -9 9 8  0 - 8 0 - 5
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Ou r policy has  been guid ed by  an at te m pt  to bal anc e, ad jus t, and 
reconcile,  when the re is some in ternal conf lict, two centr al guiding  
principles.

STABILITY IN  REGION

Th e firs t one is our continuing belief th at s tabi lit y and ma intena nce  
of t he  pre sen t stra teg ic balanc e in Nor thea st  Asia is an  overwhe lming 
in terest to  the  United State s and is in our own na tio na l sec uri ty 
intere sts .

In  th a t regard , I would  no te,  as has bee n no ted  often before, th a t 
thi s is an area th at has been in pe rpetu al conflict  and the source of 
grea t power riv alry  s ince a t leas t 1905.

These tens ions  are a t a lower po int toda y th an  th ey  hav e been at  
alm ost  a ny  o the r poin t in t he  20th  century. I t  is in our i nteres ts to  see 
th at  th a t low level of tension is ma int ain ed , pa rti cu larly  since there  
are heightened tens ions in man y oth er pa rt s of the world, such as 
South eas t Asia. We do no t wan t to see ten sion rise in  th a t area .

We believe th at  along  wi th normalizat ion  between the  Un ited 
States  and  the  Peop le’s Republic of Chi na, the co nti nu ati on  of the 
American securi ty comm itm ent to the Repub lic of Ko rea  is an  essen
tia l par t of t hat  s tra teg y.

BROADLY BAS ED GOVERNMENT

The second pa rt  of our  poli cy is our  concom itant belie f th a t a 
bro adly based gov ernment in Seoul is an im po rta nt  part  of the lon g- 
range sta bi lity and  sec uri ty of the Korean Pen insula .

We will use wh at influence and leverage  exis ts and is ava ilab le to 
the Un ited State s to enco urage events and  act ion s th at mov e in th a t 
directi on.

Our leverage is necessa rily  lim ited . The Republic of Korea  is a 
sove reign cou ntry wi th man y pro ud accomplis hments in its  recent  
past,  and the  easy  assum ption  on the  pa rt  of man y peop le th a t the 
Un ite d State s wr it run s from  here  to Seoul and  to the 38th paral lel  
in the pol itica l field is simply n ot  true.

Our influence is real, bu t limi ted . We will use it  to encourage  mov e
men t in the  dire ctio n I have  specified,  and we sha re th e concern s ex
pressed by  you in your  opening statem en t and by  Mr. Bonker in his 
sta temen t.

OBJECTIVES NOT IN HARMONY

Th e day-to-d ay ad justmen t of th at  policy, espe cial ly when those 
two objectives are no t in to ta l harmony, is a very difficult process. In  
th at regard , I am pleased to  say  th at coo peratio n betwe en the  St ate 
De pa rtm en t, the  Defense Dep ar tm en t, the White House  staff, the 
com mand in Seoul, and  the Em bassy  in Seoul, has been except ionally  
good under conditions  of g reat  s tress.

I  th ink it  reflec ts a hig her  degree of coo rdinat ion  and coo peratio n 
th an  an y p revious period over the l as t 20 y ears. Th ere  is a long hi sto ry  
of tension s within the  U.S. Go vernm ent ove r the Ko rea n issue. Tho se 
tensions are no t in the str uc tu re  at  thi s time.

So within th at  fram ework  and with an ou tst an ding  tea m on the 
grou nd , Am bassador Wil liam  Gleys taen and  Gen.  Jo hn  Wickham,
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with close cooperation here in Washington, we will continue to proceed 
within the framework of those objectives as I have ju st laid them o ut. 

I would be happy to answer any questions you might have.
Mr. Wolfe. Thank you, Mr. Holbrooke.
I would just  like to review for a moment. There were some specific 

questions tha t I  have a lready posed. I would like to try  to elicit some 
answers from you on those.

There seems to be a situat ion where we have two high ranking 
military  officers—and this is not directed at them personally—but we 
have had some difficulty in the past in which—and I am not talking 
about Korea now; I am ta lking for the United States—in which polit
ical decisions were made by the military tha t got us into an awful 
lot of trouble.

That was compounded by the fact that people in political life were 
entering into the mili tary area and making the military decisions.

CONFUSING STATEMENT BY GENERAL WICKHAM

Now a s tatem ent supposedly was made by General Wickham tha t 
is a  very confusing statement , because this  actually has been leading 
certain people in Korea or this country  to  believe tha t the military is 
making policy decisions for us.

I would like to ask you, is i t accurate to attr ibute t ha t sta tement to 
General Wickham to the affect that under any circumstances we would 
not restr ict our assistance to Korea?

Mr. Holbrooke. Mr. Chairman, I am glad you raised the question 
on the  statement.

I would like to say, first, that  I  do not agree with the characteriza
tion in the opening statement that refers to him as having made a 
“previous endorsement of the  political ambitions of General Chun.”

Mr. Wolff. I don’t want  to get into the whole question of the per
sonalities that exist in Korea. It  is not a question of endorsing General 
Chun or anything  else like th at.

I jus t want to know whether or no t i t is a decision of the adminis
trat ion that because of the security considerations, regardless of any 
action t ha t is taken by anyone in Korea, t ha t th is would not  influence 
our decisions, our political decisions in the future?

wickham’s role

Mr. Holbrooke. I would like to answer on two levels.
First, with regard to general Wickham. You mentioned him in your 

opening statement  and then in regard to the other question.
With regard to General Wickham, he is first of all an integral part 

of the integrated State/Defense/White House policymaking team t ha t 
I referred to earlier.

He is involved and consulted in all decisions regarding our policy 
toward Korea.

The line th at you accurate ly describe between political and mili tary 
decisions is an overlapping one, and we all recognize tha t. Political 
actions have strategic security and military implications, and mil itary 
and strategic implications have political implications in Korea as 
elsewhere.
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General Wickham has been an integral part of the team and is not, 
to my mind, remotely related to previous American generals going 
back over 30 years who have on occasion said things which have really 
created a question about a civil ian/military  split in Korea.

The specific remarks you have referred to are, I  believe, subjec t to 
some misinterpretation, and I do not think it is-----

Mr. Wolff. I wonder if you could tell us what the  remarks and your 
interpreta tion of these remarks is?

Mr. H olbrooke. I  do not have before me the exact  quotes tha t you 
are referring to. I can assure you th at  General Wickham has operated 
as par t of the American team and as part  of the policy guidelines laid 
down by the President, the Secretary of Defense, and the Secretary  of 
State.

I want to stress the full confidence tha t everyone in the executive 
branch has in him as the commander.

SEC URI TY CONSIDERATIONS

Mr. W olff. Let me go beyond tha t for a moment. Let me ask you 
the question: Is there any point or any circumstance that  could pos
sibly exist in the future—are there any circumstances t ha t you could 
forecast tha t would override the security  considerations that  we have 
in Korea?

In other  words, are the security  considerations the preeminent 
considerations, so tha t we would acquiesce to anything that  happens 
internally , based upon the overriding security concern?

Mr. Holbrooke. I don’t see how one can consider the situa tion in 
Korea without taking the security s ituation into central account.

Mr. W olff. Well, let ’s take a very, very remote possibility such as 
a massacre in Korea of civilians. I am not saying tha t there is or will be 
or anything else like that . I only am trying to define if there is anything 
at all that  you see that could override the external security concerns?

Mr. H olbrooke. Mr. Chairman, I think—I do not wish to try  to 
get into  a prioritization of these two factors.

Mr. W olff. We have to. That is basically what is at poin t here.
Mr. H olbrooke. No. If you force a choice between the two, I believe 

that you end up with a policy which is against our national interests. 
The fact is, we are deeply concerned about the trend of political events 
as described by Mr. Bonker in his sta tement. I  would not quarrel w ith 
the general characterizations of his statement . We are deeply concerned 
with that  and we believe and have stated publicly and private ly that  
these run counter to what we think are the long-range interests in 
Korea.

But the bifurcation t ha t you describe is, to my mind, contrary to a 
coherent policy or to our national interests.

HUMAN RIGHTS

Mr. W olff. Let me ask you a further question.
I think  this is in line with overall foreign policy. In foreign policy

considerations, we have made a very strong point of human rights 
as p art  of the keystone of this administration policy throughout the 
world.
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Are  we going to in any  fashion or do we in any  fashion, in factor
ing  in to the determinations tha t we make on relation s with countries, 
do we factor secu rity  above the human rights considerations?

In other words, I mentioned a ver y obscure and remote situation 
such as a massacre.

Now,  if there were a massacre, a large number of people— again, 
I don’ t think tha t is even remotely possible in Kor ea— but  if the 
situation  did arise tha t there was a massacre of a large number of 
people, would the overr iding  concern of our coun try be the securit y 
consideration, or would we have some reservations  and second thoughts 
abou t continuing relations, as we have,  for example, Idi Amin, not 
to compare the two, mind you.

I jus t wan t to make a determinat ion abou t how you feel about  
this. I think it is vital to our considerations as to whether or not 
General Wickham was speaking  for the overa ll policy of this country 
or whether or not you have any  reservations  about  tha t at all?

Mr. H olbr oo ke . Well , I want to stress tha t General Wickham is 
operating  within and as part of American  polic y and, on the other 
hand, the specific remarks tha t have caused the controversy were 
because of the wa y the y were understood and represented, perhaps 
somewhat out of context, unfortunate.

I would prefer, however, to go back to you r central question be
cause I don’ t believe tha t General Wic kha m’s roll is as important 
or intriguing in this context as has perhaps been represented.

I think he is operating  with in the structure,  and I think tha t this 
particu lar interview you  are referring to is significant in quite a dif
ferent  way .

I would like to outline  wh at I mean.

DIS TO RTI ON IN  PR ES S

One of our largest  concerns, Mr. Chairman, has been the distortion, 
sometimes the deliberate disto rtion  of Amer ican poli cy positions by  
the leadership of the Republic of Kor ea in recent months.

I believe General Wickh am ’s interview was part of tha t pattern, 
and I want to assure you  and Mr . Solarz and you r colleagues that 
this issue is one of our highest priori ties at present. We do not believe 
it is compatible  with  the close relations between longstanding trea ty 
allies and between the United  States and a coun try in which some 
33,000 Americans shed their blood  a generation ago to see the public 
state men ts of Ame rican  officials , including on occasion the President 
himself, misrepresented to the Kor ean  people.

We are concerned about th at  and I would like to use this occasion 
to make tha t concern quite  clear .

I mention the connection wit h General Wickham because his re
marks are among those which I believe have been misinterpreted,  
and I am not convinced that  the misinterpre tation was inad vertent 
in the recent past.

I would also like to stress th at  we share the concern of y ou and y our 
colleagues. Conc ernin g the trend toward broa dly based government, 
the trend which Mr. Bon ker  described has not continued.

We understand the problem that  you have discussed, and Ame rican  
officials in Washin gton  and Seoul are participat ing in efforts to en
courage movement in that  direction.
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We also share the concern of your committee concerning Mr. Kim Dae-jung, and to that effect we have, within the last week, done something which I don’t believe has been publicly reported.We have augmented our Embassy in Seoul with a member of the legal adviser’s office in the State  Department, a lawyer, who is assisting the Embassy in observing the trial and helping us come to judgments on how that trial is proceeding.
On all three of the issues th at  I have just mentioned—representa tion of the American position to the Korean people, the trial of Kim Dae- jung, and the general efforts for broadly based government  in Korea— our concerns are clear.
All of tha t, I believe, must  also be taken within the context of my earlier remarks about strategic s tability  and security in  the peninsula.I recognize the complexity of tha t equation, but  Korea has always been a complex place, and if either side of this equation is subordinated excessively to the other, I believe the imbalance would be extremely disadvantageous to the United States.

IN T E R N A L  SEC U R IT Y

Mr. W olff. Well, how about the question of internal security? Do you give any credibility a t all to the idea tha t the internal  security of the country is jus t as important as the  external security? I mean, we have some lessons from Iran , not  tha t they are directly  comparable again, and I don’t want to be misinterpre ted in the statements tha t I have made or the questions t ha t I pose to you.I am posing these to you in almost an ab strac t sense rather than  in the specific example about Korea because I  would like to try  to get some of the thinking of the administra tion regarding some of these things.
We talk about the question of security. There is a  very impor tant factor  th at the erosion of Iran  took place from within, not from without, and, therefore, I wonder whether we have learned any lessons from that?
Mr. Holbrooke. Is the question whether we learned any lessons from I ran?
Mr. Wolff. Yes.
Mr. Holbrooke. I am surely not the right person to  ask.Mr. Wolff. The question I pose is the question of internal security and whether or not you have factored this into the total  equation.Mr. Holbrooke. I think  we have, Mr. Chairman. We recognize the mix of issues and we recognize the problems of the internal situat ion in Korea.

K O R EA N  E LE C TIO N S

Mr. W olff. One point that I should like to make is that we had a visit from, I am not sure of the exact title, the Secretary General to the President, President Choi, who was here and indicated to us tha t the new Government would move toward general elections in a quicker time frame than Presiden t Choi had originally indicated. I made the point tha t in an election, you have to have candidates. Most of them seem to have been put  out of the picture, at least for the present.I am just  wondering who the candidates will be in the next election.
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I would like to see if you can answer tha t.
Mr. Holbrooke. I think you are referring to the former Secretary 

of the Blue House, Mr. Choi Kwang-soo, who was replaced today.
We spent a lo t of time with him last week also. Last week he was 

the Secretary General.
Mr. Wolff. Did you get any idea of any other candidates for 

office?
Mr. Holbrooke. He didn’t mention any candidates at all, Mr. 

Chairman.
Mr. Wolff. Would you like to forecast who is going to  win the 

election? [Laughter.]
Mr. Holbrooke. I had a feeling tha t—no, I would not want 

to get involved in the political prognostication in Korea.
Mr. Wolff. I don’t think, very frankly, we should get involved 

in the internal policies of Korea on tha t score either. I just mention 
this in passing because there are signs tha t I  think a clear understand
ing of U.S. policy will be helpful to the Koreans in formulating their 
policies for the  future. That is what I have proposed on that.

Mr. Holbrooke. Mr. Chairman, I could not agree with you more. 
I think this hearing, the meeting you and your colleagues had with 
Mr. Choi Kwang-soo, your public statements, the editorial comment 
tha t has been made in the  United States, very importantly, the public 
and p rivate  s tatements of members of the executive branch, all show 
a strik ing degree of parallelism.

The emphasis may shift from person to person and institut ion to 
institu tion, but everybody is sending the same message. I think tha t 
is helpful in this context. I think your talks with Mr. Choi were helpful 
in t ha t regard.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you.
Mr. Solarz.

REPR ESS IO N OF HU MA N RI GH TS

Mr. Solarz. Mr. Secretary, let me say at the outset tha t in my 
own view the Republic of Korea  has embarked on a course of action 
which is fraught  with peril for the future relationship between our 
two countries. As someone who has been deeply committed to the 
political independence and territor ial integrity  of South Korea, I 
fear that the continued repression of the human rights and political 
liberties of the South Korean people could significantly jeopardize 
the willingness of the people of our ovzn country to continue supporting 
the security commitment which we have had to the Republic of Korea 
for three  decades now.

I very much hope tha t somehow or other the new leadership in 
Seoul can be brought to its senses because if they continue to act 
in the way they have, they may very well produce a situation which 
is in ne ither of our interests.

Now, I  gather over the course of the  la st 30 years tha t the United 
States has enjoyed a fairly good reputat ion in South Korea. Any 
American who has been there knows how appreciative the South 
Korean people have been of all of the help we have given them over 
the years and our continued willingness to come to their defense.

To what  extent have the actions of the last few months and their 
reporting in the controlled Korean press contributed to the emergence 
of any significant measure of anti-Americanism in South Korea?
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Mr. H olbrooke. T hat  is a quest ion I  can’t answer in a quantifiable or even yet  an authoritative way, Mr. Solarz, but  your raising it is impor tant enough because the mere fact tha t you have raised i t and, I think posed i t in precisely the terms tha t we are posing i t to ourselves, suggests an area of new and great concern.I hope, quite sincerely, that what you and Mr. Wolff are saying today will be heard in Korea for precisely tha t reason.I can’t guarantee tha t it will be. I can tell you for a fact tha t my last interview in Asian Affairs, and the Asian Wall Stree t Journal was censored in Korea so tha t the page of the  newspaper in which it appeared looked like a cutout doll.
Any time anything of Korea was involved, it had been scissored out. It  must  have been a lot of work for somebody to cut with scissors in the middle of the page. There were about 10 omissions in a full-page interview.
Even President Carte r’s own remarks have been edited and misrepresented in Korea.
To the extent tha t those misrepresentations and editings mislead people in Korea as to our policy, and by misleading people contribute to a rise in negative feelings about  the United States, that  is a signifi - cant new and negative factor in the equation.I can’t however, quantify it, bu t you have raised i t in precisely the  terms which all of us, civilian and mil itary, share.

NOT READY FOR DEMOCRACY

Mr. Solarz. Mr. Secretary, there are a number of people who have argued th at because of their Confucian tradi tion, their vola tile tendencies and the absence of any genuine democracy for the last three decades tha t, in fact,  South Korea is not  ready for democracy. How do you respond to that point of view?Mr. H olbrooke. I  am really not qualified to tell other people what they are ready for or what they are not ready for.Each country has to decide tha t for themselves.I have felt on my trips to Korea, other countries in Asia, indeed some 80 or 90 countries over the last 10 years, in my travels both in and out of the Government, tha t tha t kind of generalization, coming from other  people outside Korea, foreigners, is a litt le b it too glib.I think there is a range in every country. There are probably people in our country who probably aren’t ready for democracy yet. We have one and I think  it is a good system.
Mr. Solarz. Do you believe South Korea is capable of democracy?Mr. Holbrooke. I-----
Mr. Solarz. Capable of sustaining a democratic form of government?
Mr. Holbrooke. My private views are really not—it  is not desirable in my view for me to express my personal views on a thing like that while I hold this job, bu t I think the Koreans have to decide those things for themselves. There is logically only one way to decide tha t.
Mr. Solarz. Mr. Secretary, do you think tha t the establishment of a democratic government would tend to promote stabil ity or instability in South Korea?
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Mr. Holbrooke. I am not sure—you mean democratic with a 
capital “D ” or small “d” , Mr. Solarz?

Mr. Solarz. Small “ d” .
Mr. Holbrooke. I can’t answer tha t question. I really honestly 

don’t know. I t is too broad a question in the way you have posed i t 
for me to answer it in the way th at you are suggesting.

I think in both halves of Korea today, in different ways, in different 
forms, popularly based representa tive governments—and I am evading 
the word “democrat ic” del iberately—are lacking, bu t in very different 
ways.

I think we have made very clear our concern about the trend  in 
recent months in the South.

FORMS OF DEMOCRACY

Mr. Solarz. There are obviously many forms of democracy. 
There are parliam entary  systems and presidential systems. In some 
the executive is more powerful, in others less powerful. But by a 
democratic form of government I mean a government which is ul
timately responsive to the people it serves and which can, if the 
people so choose, be replaced when elections are held.

If we don’t believe th at such a government would promote stability 
in Korea, and if the South Korean people are not ready for such a 
form of government, then what are we making such a fuss about in 
terms of the  current  situa tion?

Mr. Holbrooke. I am sorry, but  I  can’t respond to your comment 
in exactly the way that you might desire because I have a deep personal 
reluctance to make pronunciamento about what other forms of 
government other countries should take in tha t degree of specificity.

I do feel that a government  which is broadly based, with the in
volvement and partic ipation of the people, whatever its form, is 
essential to the long-run s tabili ty of South Korea.

Mr. Solarz. What  do you mean by a broadly based form 
of government?

Mr. H olbrooke. I would deliberately avoid becoming more specific. 
Countries have to choose forms which are applicable to their own 
traditions and values. Those can vary.

GOV ERNMENT NOT BROADLY BASED

Mr. Solarz. Mr. Secretary, you have become more inscrutable 
than  the people in the par t of the  world with which you deal.

Would you say tha t the Government of Pres ident Chun is broadly 
based?

Mr. Holbrooke. No.
Mr. Solarz. Why not?
Mr. H olbrooke. F irst of all, the Government today is not precisely 

the Government of last week nor precisely the Government of next 
week or next year.

The Government is in the process of a transition in a direction 
which is still unclear and about  which we have expressed concern.

Second, the events since December 12 and particu larly since May 27 
have hardly broadened the base of support of the leadership in Seoul 
at this point.
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Now, having said tha t, I want to stress that the returns are not 
in definitively ye t. I hope tha t all of us in this room will recognize a 
very key point which is tha t with the impending inauguration of 
General Chun as the President of the Republic of Korea, an event 
which will take  place in less than  a week, we all should watch care
fully—and I cannot stress this enough, Mr. Solarz—as to whether 
or not the new Government—and I stress the word “new”—will or 
will not move in the direction which is implicit in your questions.

Mr. Solarz. But at the moment you would say it is not broadly 
based?

Mr. Holbrooke. Th at is correct.
Mr. Solarz. Is i t narrowly based?
Mr. Holbrooke. Is i t narrowly based.

SU PP OR T OU TS IDE MILIT AR Y

Mr. Solarz. Is there any indication of support for this Government 
outside of the military?

Mr. Holbrooke. Yes.
Mr. Solarz. From where?
Mr. Holbrooke. There are elements within the business com

munity, within the bureaucracy, and elements in both the rural and 
urban sectors which find this Government preferable to previous 
governments.

I think we would be deluding ourselves if we thought tha t this was 
just  two or three people, but  in the sense you meant broadly based, 
we have stated  publicly in the past that we think  the movement in 
tha t direction is essential and at this point inadequate.

chun’s election

Mr. Solarz. I gather General Chun was elected unanimously by 
the Seoul electoral college, is tha t correct?

Mr. Palmer.1 No, sir. There was one vote that  was cast out as 
being invalid.

Mr. H olbrooke. I  will defer to Mr. Palmer whose knowledge of the 
democratic procedures of South Korea exceeds mine.

Mr. Solarz. Do you know if this was a secret ballot?
Mr. H olbrooke. Totally secret.
Mr. Solarz. Do you know why there were no dissenting votes?
Mr. Holbrooke. Do I know why there were no dissenting votes?
I don’t know, no, Mr. Solarz.
Mr. Solarz. Even b ette r than  Stalin used to do when he ran in the 

Soviet Union.
Mr. Secretary, just  one or two additional questions.
Mr. Holbrooke. Maybe General Chun is more popular than  Mr. 

Stalin was.
U .s . POLIC Y UN DE R RE VI EW

Mr. Solarz. You indicated tha t we expressed our concern to the 
South Korean Government over the trend and events in thei r country.

1 Staff director,  Subcomm ittee  on Asia n a nd Pacif ic Affairs.
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Are we prepared, in fact, to consider tak ing any specific actions to 
reinforce those representations such as, for example, adopting the 
recommendation tha t Mr. Bonker made concerning Eximbank loans, 
or possibly considering the withdrawal of our forces from South Korea? 
Are there any specific actions we have in mind?

Mr. Holbrooke. In tha t regard, Mr. Solarz, most aspects of our 
Korean policy have been under intense review for several months, 
precisely because of these factors.

We are not reviewing at this point the security relationship in 
direct relationship to this issue, although I would remind you on 
July 20, 1979, President Carte r said tha t he would review the  entire 
troop withdrawal policy again, or i t would be reviewed in 1981.

But other aspects of the relationship are under continual review. 
Therefore, some trips previously planned have come forward. Some 
trips have been deferred, delayed, or canceled. Some travel plans have 
been affected. Some travel plans have gone forward.

Mr. Solarz. Other than travel plans and diplomatic representations, 
are there any specific measures we have taken to convey our concerns?

Mr. Holbrooke. Under the law, we must take into account these 
issues in determining our voice and vote in the international financial 
institutions. This is being done through the committee headed by 
Deputy Secretary Christopher.

Mr. Solarz. No decisions have been made?
Mr. Holbrooke. Yes. We have already abstained on some loans 

and actions related to these events, and an additional set of loans are 
under consideration now.

I would stress, however, t ha t in the loan issue we have to take into 
account, under the understandings with Congress, both the human 
rights issue and the so-called basic human needs issue.

eximbank

Mr. Solarz. What  about on the Eximbank question?
Mr. H olbrooke. On Exim, we have so far not  adjusted or changed 

our policy, although I do stress tha t it is no t business as usual with 
Korea across the board.

On Exim it has been our view so far—and I would welcome the 
advice of your committee on this—tha t to affect the Exim-loan 
procedures to Korea, with the almost certain multiplier effect tha t it 
would have on the private lending institutions in New York anti else
where, would have an overall adverse effect on the  economy of Korea 
without addressing the issue of your concern.

If tha t happened, the only loser would be the  Korean people whose 
economic progress has leveled off in any case in the last year.

asylum policy

Mr. Solarz. Mr. Secretary, I think you did a remarkable job in 
terms of making it possible for Mr. Aquino from the Philippines to 
come to our country.

In the event Kim Dae-jung should be convicted, is there any pos
sibility that  he might be offered some form of asylum or refuge in our 
country? Would we be prepared to-----
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Mr. H olbrooke. I have  no quest ion  whatsoev er if Mr. Kim  Dae - jun g were in a position to  come to  t he  Un ited State s th a t he would  be welcomed h ere in the  sam e way as  othe r people i n sim ilar  circumstances.In  reg ard  to Mr. Aqu ino,  I th in k it  is very im po rtan t to not e th at  he, as well as Fat he r De lat ore and  othe r peop le who were  previously  in Fort  Bonafac io jai l in .M an ila are  now in the  Un ite d Sta tes , and th at  th ey  are  all h ere n ow in one w ay o r th e o ther because  of th e a ctio ns of Pres iden t Marcos.
I am glad  th at  you  have raised  t ha t issue. Those  of us who have had a chance  to meet Mr . Aqu ino have  discussed it  wi th him . He  himself has  stat ed  th at  he owes his life to Pres iden t Car te r’s hu man  rights  polic y. I hope th at  t his  preceden t is no ted  elsewhere in  t he  world.Mr . Solarz. D o you  believe the charges  again st Kim Da e-j ung are tru mpe d up?
Mr . H olbr ooke . I  would  simp ly repe at  w ha t t he  S ta te  D ep ar tm en t spo kesman has  s aid  previo usly on th at . I don’t recall his exa ct words, but I th in k th at  he has  made clear th at they  were— th at the se charges did no t, on their  firs t rea din g, appe ar to be more— I belie ve he even  used the word  “farfe tche d,” if I am no t mi staken .

T R IP  TO  N O R TH  K OREA

Mr. Solarz. One final  quest ion .
Ch air man  Wolff has rea lly  indulged me way beyond my tim e. I do appre cia te it.
Ab ou t a m on th and a h alf  ago, in an oth er  he ari ng  of th e comm itte e, some quest ion s were put to one  of you r deputies con cerning a p ossib le cong ressiona l tri p to Nor th  Ko rea . Since th a t colloquy, such  a tr ip  took place, as you  mi gh t know.
At  the time, yo ur  D ep ut y ind ica ted  th a t the Dep ar tm en t was ne ith er  encourag ing nor  d iscour aging anyone  in the Con gress from going to  Nor th  Korea .
Now th at the  tri p has  take n place, do you have an y view on wha t tra ns pi red and wh eth er it  was  useful or in any way co nt rib uted  to progres s in th a t sit ua tio n?
Mr. H olbr ooke. I would say , firs t, Mr . Solarz , while  we ne ith er  enc ouraged nor discouraged your  tri p to Nor th  Ko rea , we did encou rage your  re tu rn  from Nor th  Korea .
Mr. Solarz. You will be  int ere ste d to know t hat I  tol d Kinn  Il- sung  th a t if he  w anted  P res iden t Car te r reele cted, all he h ad  to do was keep me hos tage.
Mr. H olbr ooke . Those of us who discu ssed  the  tr ip  w ith  you and yo ur  trave lin g com pan ion  rea d the  new spa per  acc oun ts. I th in k all feel th a t it  was an i nte res tin g trip,  th at  y ou r repo rts  were  v ery useful to us;  certa inly provided one  of the mo st ext end ed ins igh ts in to  the  th inking  of Kim  I l-sung and his colleagues in th e D P R K ,— the  De mo crati c Peo ple ’s Republic of Korea-—th at is Nor th  Ko rea . And  th at  some of the  point s he ma de to you were old, some were slightly  new , some were revi sed from pre vio us form s, bu t th a t th ey  bore fu rthe r exa minat ion .
1 am pa rti cu lar ly gra tifi ed th at you  also we nt to  South  Korea, the People’s Rep ubl ic of C hina, and  took on a v ery  busy schedule . 1 th ink it  was  the Joh annesburg -Py ongyang sh ut tle , if 1 am no t mistaken .
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I think  tha t the trip was interesting and useful in tha t context, and 
I see no negative effects of the trip, and I mention tha t specifically 
because there was concern expressed on tha t; and I do repeat, of 
course, th at it  was an action by you not involving the executive branch, 
and, as you and I have discussed, both before and after the trip, you 
were not carrying any messages from us or carrying any specific ones 
back, but we have followed the trip and its results with great interest.

Mr. Solarz. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Wolff. Thank you, Mr. Solarz.
Mr. Secretary, 1 th ink the one aspect of all of this on which we agree 

is th at we do not wish to send the wrong messages. In discussing these 
questions, we are dealing with problems th at exist between two friendly 
nations, and if 1 recall correctly, it was because the wrong signals 
were sent tha t the Korean war because a real ity.

Mr. Holbrooke. I t is not clear to me, Mr. Chairman, tha t th at is a 
certain ty. I think  we—I would only say on tha t point tha t it is one 
of the most debated issues in the last  30 years.

Mr. Wolff. Perhaps we might say tha t one aspect of it  were the 
incorrect assumptions by North Korea based upon certain statements 
tha t were made here as to the response th at the United States would 
make or take. 1 would not want t ha t situation  to come forth  from this 
committee—th at there would be a misinterpre tation on some score by 
the North Koreans.

ROLE OF JAPAN

1 would like to get to certain questions as a result of some of the 
information that we have received. W hat role have the Japanese been 
playing in the overall situ ation  in Korea?

There have been statements made tha t alluded to the fact that  
there was support for some of the people involved in the riots, support 
from Japan. There were also some indications that there has been a 
constant interest  by some overseas Koreans who have residences in 
Japan , tha t they are involved in some of the political processes.

1 jus t wondered whether or not you could discuss this, and also 
the reactions of the Japanese to the events that have taken place in 
recent da te with as the takeover of the Government by General Chun?

Mr. Holbrooke. I am very reluc tant to characterize Japanese 
attitudes in detail. I think they  must speak for themselves and I 
think i t is highly inappropriate for me-----

Mr. Wolff. What  has been the input  that you have gotten? 
You fellows get so many cables over there, I don’t see how you can 
read them all.

Mr. Holbrooke. I don’t.
Mr. Wolff. You don’t read the cables?
Mr. H olbrooke. I don’t have time, Mr. Chairman. I am busy 

testifying. [Laughter.!
The Japanese position—I really don’t feel I  can go into the details 

of the Japanese position. I really think  they have to speak for them
selves. However, we have talked about the situation with them from 
time to time. They have their own interests in Korea. They have 
expressed them as they felt appropriate, occasionally with public 
statements or private emissaries. They and the United States, I
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think, share the same view tha t stabi lity in Korea is directly related to stability in Northeast Asia.
My opinion is they also have observers at the trial of Kim Dae- jung.

TR IAL OF THE TH REE  KIM S

Mr. Wolff. I think when we talk  about the  trial  of Kim Dae-jung, we severely limit the situation .
Mr. Holbrooke. I agree with that completely.
Mr. Wolff. I don’t think we should just  use this as a single areaof interest. I think our interest generally is seeing that they get a fair and open trial. I think that  is what our position should be. I don’t think  we should pass judgment as to what the ultimate outcome should be, but  I do think  that  it  is important that we attempt to convince the Korean Government tha t there should be fair and open trials of the people who are involved.
I wonder what representations we are making on tha t score? Mr. Holbrooke. Once again I think it would be inappropriateto go into the details of private diplomatic representations.I think our presence at the trial, the augmentat ion of our Embassytemporarily with a lawyer from Washington sent at the express instruction of Secretary Muskie-----
Mr. Wolff. Have you had any difficulty or has the Department had any difficulty in attend ing the trials?
Mr. H olbrooke. We have not had any difficulty, but other organizations and groups and journalists apparently have.
Mr. Wolff. Does the Departm ent monitor all of the trials?Mr. H olbrooke. Yes. At a significant level in the Embassy plus, as I  stressed, again—and I don’t believe we have previously made it public—with a lawyer from Washington sent at Secretary Muskie’s specific direction.
Mr. Wolff. Do you have access at all to the people who are on trial? Have you at tempted to get access to them?
Mr. H olbrooke. The answer to the second question is yes. The answer to the first question is limited, but  no t zero.
Mr. Wolff. OK.
Mr. H olbrooke. But these are all areas of great concern?Mr. Wolff. It  was said t ha t the people who are on t rial had difficulty in obtaining attorneys. I was visited by the chairman of the Catholic Conference the other  day who indicated that  they had very  severe difficulties in getting attorneys, and that only 2 days before the trial were the attorneys made available.
Mr. Holbrooke. Yes.

IN ADE QU ATE  CO NS UL TA TION S

Mr. Wolff. Do you know whether that situat ion has improved at all? Do all the people have attorneys?
Mr. Holbrooke. I t has improved, but  my understanding is essentially the same as yours.
I th ink there was inadequate—the defense felt there was inadequa te consultations in advance; that  the defendants came into the trial  no t able to coordinate their strategy with the defense attorneys. There
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were some shifts in personnel, but  recently our own people in Seoul 
have had some good talks with the defense a ttorneys which has increased our understanding.

The newspaper reporting has indicated a general evolution of the 
action of the defendants which suggests to me th at the answer to your 
question is things have improved in tha t relatively  narrow frame recently.

Mr. W olff. One aspect of all of this has been the in terest  tha t this 
committee had in the trials th at  were held in Taiwan over the Kaos- 
hiung incident. Noting only as a result of our interest, b ut as a result of 
the f act that  there were strong representations made all along, it  has 
been indicated in the press that  these t rials were fairly open, and t ha t 
they had been the first open political trials tha t had been held on Taiwan for many a year.

In a similar vein, therefore, we do hope that the Korean Govern
ment understands  tha t our in terest in seeing to it  tha t there are open 
and fair t rails is in the in terests of the people and our join t interests in 
the overall relat ions that  exist between our two countries.

RE MAR KS  ON TA IWAN

While we are on the question of Taiwan, we had a discussion the 
other day, Mr.  Pritchard and I,  relative  to sta tements made regarding 
Taiwan, and the statem ents that Were made by Mr. Reagan, which 
have been subsequently commented upon again.

We have asked—in the responsibility of oversight, we have asked 
Mr. Reagan to come to  testify  before this committee. We have asked 
Mr. Bush to make a de termina tion, since this is par t of the cont inuing 
oversight of the committee as to clarification, because there has been 
a great  misinterpre tation, I think , in the newspapers as to the impac t of this.

I wonder if you could tell us what-----
Mr. P ritchard. Mr. Chairman. This is a new statement . I hadn’t 

heard this. The committee has asked those people to come?
Mr.WoLFF. Yes.
Mr. Pritchard. Was this you who did it? The committee?
Mr. Wolff. The committee did this about—when was it, John?
[Discussion off the record].
Mr. Pritchard. We always have such good hearings, but I don’t 

see what in the world we are going to be doing in the middle of a Presidential campaign.
Do we intend to do this in the next couple of weeks?
Mr. Wolff. Whenever the individuals are available.
Mr. P ritchard. Well, I  am never one to put  a sour note into the 

proceedings, but I would just  have to say tha t I see little tha t will be 
gained by calling in a couple of Presidential candidates in the middle 
of a campaign at a time-----

Mr. Wolff. We will give equal time to President Carter.
Mr. P ritchard. Equal  time doesn’t matter. They are running a 

campaign. The statement  was made. I didn’t agree with the off-the- 
cuff statement . Governor Reagan has issued a statement which I think 
clarifies the situation, and I think to ask them to come here now is a
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mistake. I think it is very  impor tant tha t the State  Department does 
not get involved with political statements.

I really think tha t subject has p retty well been handled. The s tate
ment was made. There has been a flurry over it. I think maybe it  was 
sort of tailormade for the Chinese to be able to overreact, because I 
think they wanted to make some points.

I think everybody knows what has beeen said, what has been 
clarified, and I certainly would have to say, Mr. Chairman, tha t I 
would really object, and as you know, I hardly ever object to what you 
do. We are good friends. These people have schedules, and I am not 
aware in the past  tha t Presidential candidates have been hauled up 
in front  of congressional committees. I  am not aware of it.

I tell you, I am going to go to the battl efron t on this thing, because 
I think tha t we have other things to do.

IM PA CT O F GO V ERN O R R E A G A N ’S REM ARKS

Mr. Wolff. Well, Mr. Pritchard, we have continuing oversight 
hearings tha t we are running on Taiwan. In line with that, we felt 
tha t because of the impact of any statements tha t are made here, 
regardless of whether it is in a Presidential campaign or not, tha t the 
impact of those statements and the impact meaning of those state
ments should be well known to the American public.

Unfortunately, what has happened is th at there has been an  effect 
felt in both Taiwan as well as in the People’s Republic of China that 
I would like to ask Mr. Holbrooke about because I thought I was doing 
a good turn to the Republicans by  providing them a platform.

Mr. Pritchard. I am sure you did. I think  there are better plat 
forms than  hauling them before congressional committees.

Mr. W olff. We are not going to haul them. We jus t invited them.
Mr. Pritchard. I think t ha t is out of line. I have to say so. Eve ry

body knows what is going on. Everybody knows what was said.
The statement has been clarified. I don’t th ink we have to get into  

this flap. I doubt that  anybody is going to show up, and I think—I 
won’t even drag Mr. Holbrooke in. I don’t think we ought to drag any 
of these people in.

Mr. Wolff. We have to drag Mr. Holbrooke in. We had a witness 
who appeared only a few days ago and mentioned Mr. Holbrooke’s 
name.

Mr. Pritchard. You heard me defend the Foreign Service, didn’t 
you, at tha t time? I stood up and defended the members of the Foreign 
Service because I took objection to his approach.

reaction of people’s republic of china

Mr. W olff. Mr. Holbrooke, I  wonder if you would just comment?
There have been repercussions since this whole flap. If you notice, 

the s tatement I made said tha t I think this thing was blown out of all 
proportion to its  impact.

I think my colleague on the other side on the  aisle knows th at, but 
I wonder if you can give us an indication of what has transpired? 
What has been the reaction in the People’s Republic of China? 
What  has been the reaction in Tiawan?
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Mr. H olbrooke. My impression, Mr. Chairman, is that the Chinese 
did no t wish to get involved in the  Presidential campaign.

In fact, they told me that  flatly when I was there with Senator 
Byrd in early July.

The question, therefore, arises—and it is a very important one to 
consider—as to why they have made a series of public statements, 
including right up to this morning, of continuing strong objections to 
the positions taken by some people in recent weeks.

I believe tha t the issue for them is no t as technical as the debate 
over official relationship, governmental relationship, liaision offices, 
and so on.

I think their major concern is whether or not the relationship be
tween the  United States and the people of Taiwan would be upgraded 
or not under different futu re outcomes, both  in November and in  re
gard to factors  not  related to the Presidential campaign.

You well know from the People’s Republic of China public reaction 
to my testimony before this subcommittee in this room on June 11, 
testimony to which the People’s Republic of China objected strongly, 
that the People’s Republic of China objection was not to an individual 
person, b ut to a position of what  they—how they would react to any 
upgrading of United States-Taiwan relationships.

They objected to my testimony on June 11, not in as strong terms 
as they have objected recently to other statements tha t have been made, 
but that is because of the nature of the difference between my testi 
mony before you of June 11 and the s tatements tha t have been made 
more recently.

We have said th at  the basis of the relationship between the United 
States  and the People’s Republic of China comes from the joint 
communique of December 15, 1978, announcing normalization  which, 
in turn,  derives from the principles of the Shanghai communique 
between President Nixon and Premier Chou En Lai in February of 
1972, and tha t we will adhere scrupulously to the Taiwan Relations 
Act in governing the people-to-people relationship between the people 
of the United States and the people of Taiwan.

If that position is changed, it doesn’t matte r by whom, the  People’s 
Republic of China has said that it will react. It  will have an adverse 
consequence. That is the gist of Ambassador Woodcock’s s tatements 
2 days ago from Peking. I would just  like to say that  the press re
ported tha t this was an unusual statement by an American Ambas
sador because it appeared to be an involvement in a Presidential 
campaign.

I do not view Ambassador Woodcock’s s tatements in that vein at 
all. He was saying the same things he and I have said before your 
committee and in public many times regarding our commitment to 
United States/People’s Republic of China relations within the frame
work of our announcement.

CHANGE WOULD AFFECT RELATIONSHIP

I do feel tha t any change of an upgrading of the relationships 
with the people of Taiwan will affect Sino-American relations. In 
other words, tha t is to say I do not believe the People’s Republic of 
China either deliberately interfered in our Presidential campaign 
nor do I believe that this is merely a bluff by them.
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I believe thi s goes to the  he ar t of one of the  two centr al pilla rs of the Sino-America n relatio nsh ip.
One is str ate gic  and global. Th e othe r is bil ate ral  and  relate s to Taiwan . Th ey  have  always said  th at . Th ey  sa id it  to He nry Kissinger  in the  summ er of 1971 on the  firs t sec ret  trip. Th ey  said  it  to  Cyr us Vance 3 yea rs ago th is week when  he we nt t o C hin a and ma de proposa ls very similar  to those Gover nor Re agan  h as  made rec ently .
The Peo ple ’s R epu blic  of Ch ina  fla tly  rejected them.  Th ey  made them in the las t 10 day s. Th ey  are  ma kin g the m wi th increasing asse rtivenes s rec ently  because  tn ey  feel th at the decis ion po int has arrived.
So I  would no t dow ngrade  the signi ficance in fore ign pol icy term s, Mr . Ch airma n, leav ing aside the politi cal  cam paign which is no t the  sub jec t of o ur  d iscussion today.
In  th at  sense I sha re the gen era l concerns  which  you have  sta ted in your sta temen ts ove r the las t few day s.
Mr.  Wolff . M r. Pr itc ha rd .

FO LLO W IN G  A G R EE M E N TS

Mr.  P ritch ard . Mr. Ch air ma n, it  is my  un de rs tand ing th at all parti es hav e now sta ted th at th ey  would  scrupulo usly follow the  agreem ents th at  we ma de in our rel ations wi th Ta iw an  and dea ling  with the  Peo ple’s R epu blic of Ch ina . If  we do th at , th en  we are  on firm ground , and  it  is my  underst andin g, as I rea d th e stat em en t, th at  th at is the  agreem ent , th a t we will scr upulo usly follow our arrangeme nt th at  was made,  and th at  is an  ar rang em en t between the  U.S. Gover nment , the  People’s Republic of Ch ina  and  no one is going to go back on th a t arr angeme nt.  We are going to scrupulo usly follow th at .
I t seems to me t hat  the bes t t hing  we can  do at  th is p oint  is for  every one to agree  th at  we are going to do th at ; every body has said  they  a re going to agree to it,  and  if we continue to make sta temen ts,  I don’t th ink we are going t o help our  r ela tions  wi th the Peo ple ’s Republic  of China.
Now, I can  tell you  from  ju st  an  old politician, which I am,  th at if people th in k some outsid e force is monke ying aro und in ou r elec tion , it  is counterpro ductive .
I would l et  th e word o ut  to  a ll who can  he ar  t hat thi s is n ot  one t hat  has  a lo t of pol itical mileage in it.
Also, I th ink it  is very  ha rmful  for our  cou ntr y at  th is tim e. I th ink the  be st thi ng  to  do is to pu t thi s th ing  to bed and  leave it  the re,  and I stro ngly tak e th at  pos ition, and I am going to pursu e th a t strongly  in thi s com mit tee , because  I th in k it  is  in the Nat ion’s in ter es t.

CHA NGES IN  P E O P L E ’S R E P U B L IC  OF CH IN A  G O V E R N M EN T

Mr. H olbrooke . Mr . Pr itc ha rd , may  I have  your  indu lgence to make two commen ts on your  v ery im po rtan t statem en t?
Fi rs t of all, I cer tainly  sha re your  view th a t fore ign gov ernments  should n ot  get involved in A merican poli tica l ca mpaigns an y m ore t ha n we shou ld get invo lved in an othe r co un try ’s elec tions.
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It  happens, it is rathe r ironic, but the People’s Republic of China is 
now in the process of their version of a campaign. They are changing their Government.

I am not  here as a spokesman for the People’s Republic of China, as 
you well know, but the point I made a moment ago is worth stressing. 
I believe th at the reason the People’s Republic of China has taken this position is not because they are siding with one person or another in a 
campaign, I believe they  would have said the same thing in response to 
statements regarding the Taiwan issue by anybody, b ut the strength of their statements was related to the nature  of what was said by Gov
ernor Reagan, the fac t of Ambassador Bush’s trip—and I think it was 
difficult for them because George Bush is a real friend of China. 
They like him. They regard him as a friend. They treated him warmly 
personally, which made it  all the harder for them to do what they did, 
but  they believe and have said publicly and privately  in the last 2 
weeks tha t fundamental interes ts were threatened and they would have done this regardless.

pe o pl e ’s r e pu b l ic  of ch in a  st il l  co nce rn ed

I would make one last point. You say the issue is finished— 
settled. I share tha t hope, b ut I am not sure I  share the assessment, 
because if I understand what the People’s Republic of China has been 
saying publicly—and I am not talking about the executive b ranch’s view, I think we made our position very clear—if I understand the 
People’s Republic of China position, they  still, despite what has been 
said, particularly Monday in Los Angeles in tha t press conference 
they still are concerned about the absence—and I am now simply 
reflecting their own public statements in the last 3 days—they remain 
concerned by the absence of certain  types of statements and the inclusion of certain other  statements.

Therefore, I  do not believe tha t st rictly  it is accurate to say t ha t the 
People’s Republic of China perceives an ident ity of points of view 
between the executive branch and other people, and think tha t is 
the reason tha t despite your very well taken caveat, think tha t is why they are continuing to say th ings publicly.

I hope they do here what  you have just said too, but I  also want to 
say tha t we are going to scrupulously adhere to the agreements with 
the People’s Republic of China concerning normalization as well as the law concerning the relationship with Taiwan.

That is two things. Only one of those two things has been mentioned by Governor Reagan. That is why they are objecting.
Mr. Pritchard. Well, I think there will be follow-on statements. 

There will be a policy t ha t will be enunciated. It  is very difficult 
because, you know, we are in the last few months of a Presidential 
campaign. Between what people write in the papers, what people say 
when statements are made, it is a very difficult time, I realize.

I would just lay it out once agian. I believe we are going to follow 
arrangements tha t we have made, and I think tha t it is counterproductive for us to continue to s tir this pot.

The more you st ir it, the more you create doubts. I think it  is a great 
mistake, ami I would hope tha t we would let the matter  rest there.
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U.S . STRATEGIC INT EREST

Mr. Holbrooke. I jus t hope, Mr. Pritchard, that whatever the outcome of this—th at pa rt of the debate tha t has become politicized in the States, and the final outcome, the strategic  interests  of the United States  in the Pacific are not adversely affected.
I believe we are now on a very  thin line here. A tremendous advance in our national interests that  began in 1971 and went through three Presid en ts and culminated in actions in which this committee and yourself were deeply involved, and which I  had believed and hoped were almost universally applauded, have been put to the test.I hope tha t we do not see adverse consequences to the strategic balance because a chain reaction emanating  from the events of the last 2 weeks is not impossible. That is why Ambassador Woodcock said wh at he said the other day. That is why I have said what I said publicly. Neither of us wants to be involved in the campaign, bu t we are genuinely concerned that there be no misunderstanding about the commitment of this adminis tration, and that is why I welcomed Chairman Wolff’s comments of the  o ther day.
1 think they show tha t the chairman of an important  committee tha t has  part icipated in this shares this view, tha t there be no turn ing back from the tremendous increase in American national  security tha t is inherent in the developments in this pa rt of the world in the last 9 years.
Mr. Wolff. I ju st want to, however, pose the other side of the coin to you.
The fact tha t this has become something tha t is political is quite unfortunate. My colleague did mention the fact tha t a foreign government’s intercession is something tha t is not welcome in an American election.
I might remind him it wasn’t the People’s Republic of China tha t raised the issue. I t was raised here by this country.
Mr. Holbrooke. Tha t is the  key point, 1 think.

TRA OVERSIGHT

Mr. Wolff. 1 would like to go a step further, however, so far as you are concerned. T hat  is whether or not there has been—this now is turning into a Taiwan oversight hearing—but 1 want  to take this opportunity, since you are here, in reminding you to fulfill your obligation to Taiwan under the Taiwan Relations Act.
Governor Reagan mentioned the number of consulates, for example, tha t Taiwan is permitted in this country, which has no t been lived up to so far  as the act was concerned.
We had long and strenuous debate on that  on the floor. We were assured by the Sta te D epartment  there would be no diminution in the number of consulates tha t were available. I think it is tha t type of lack of fulfilling the total parameters of the act that caused this type of discussion and rehash of something tha t we thought was put to bed—something th at we thought both sides had not only agreed to, but bo th sides were living fairly well with.
Mr. H olbrooke. Mr. Chairman, I think there is a significant difference, although I don’t have all the details at my fingertips
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subcommittee and us on this issue and what  Governor Reagan said.

I really did not want to get  into this  level of specificity. I don’t want 
to politicize the discussion. 1 must say since you raise this point tha t 
the facts, quote unquote, as cited by Governor Reagan on this issue 
do not coincide with our view of the facts.

Mr. Wolff. 1 am not talking about that.
Mr. Holbrooke. His basic numbers-----
Mr. Wolff. Forget what Reagan said. Let ’s come to the point. 

The question of the number of consulates tha t were specifically 
requested in the original act itself and the legislative history tha t was 
created on that . I know because I was one of the people involved 
as a floor manager of the bill.

Mr. H olrrooke. Fir st of all, Mr. Chairman, they are not consulates. 
We could not refer to them as consulates withou t breaking every 
aspect-----

Mr. Wolff. I withdraw the designation. Offices.
Mr. Pritchard. See how easy it is to make a slip of the tongue, 

Mr. Chairman, and get into trouble in this area?
Mr. Wolff. I am no t running for Pres ident, [Laughter.]
I want to discuss one thing with you. Th at is the question of the 

normalization talks tha t the State  Department has been supposedly 
having with the Vietnamese.

NO NORM ALIZATION TALK WITH VIETNAM

Mr. H olbrooke. The facts on this, Mr. Chairman, are as follows: 
We have not been conducting normalization talks with Vietnam. I 
think the first sentence of the i tem in the curren t issue of Newsweek, 
the Periscope section, is simply inaccurate. We have had continuing 
contacts with the Vietnamese in many different places in the world, 
Bangkok, Paris, New York, elsewhere in the last few years.

The most recent contacts took place in the last 3 weeks in New 
York City with Vietnamese representatives, and they were pa rt of a 
continuing dialog which included the MIA issue, bilateral relations, 
refugees.

Mr. Wolff. Did you get any response on the MIA issue?
Mr. Holbrooke. No, bu t we would not  talk to the Vietnamese 

without discussing it, largely because of your concern for the issue 
and because of the importance of the issue.

These talks did not  advance us any nearer normalization. Tha t 
was not the goal of the talks. We wanted to talk about the Vietnamese 
atti tudes in the wake of the June  19—excuse me, July 19 Foreign 
Minis ter’s statement issued in Vientiane by the Vietnamese, the Lao, 
and the Ileng Samrin regime.

We wanted to reiterate our own concerns and see whether there 
had been any movement on the part of the Vietnamese. This is pa rt 
of our preparat ions for forthcoming debate in the General Assembly.

POL POT SEATING ISSUE

Mr. Wolff. Have any decisions been made as to the vote of the 
United  States regarding the seating of the delegation?
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Mr. Holbrooke. No, sir. As Secretary  Muskie told you, tha t mat ter is still under active and intensive review. No final decisions have been made. We are in constant communications with our friends in Asia, who I know are also in constant contact with you and your committee, with the Chinese, Japanese, Australians, New Zealanders, and Europeans on this matte r.

F-16  SALES

Mr. Wolff. One final question: In  Mr. Armacost’s testimony to us on June 25, he replied to my question on the status of the F-16 sale with an answer that some observers felt might imply the United States was sending a signal that the deal was not  locked in.
Can you give us any idea as to what that situation is?
Mr. Holbrooke. I would stand with Mr. Armacost’s statement at this time.
Mr. Wolff. In  other words, no decision has been made on this as yet?
Mr. Holbrooke. No. We have advanced toward a decision, but we are still defining certain decisions on the timing. My military  colleagues on both sides of me and 1 have been in active discussion on that .
I would hope we can confer pr ivately  on tha t in the next few days to get your judgments before we move forward.
1 would request tha t beyond that  we not pursue tha t issue in this session, this open session any fu rther,  but if you are willing, 1 would like very much to have perhaps Admiral Jones and members of my staff talk to  members of your staff about it in the next few days.Mr. W olff. Very good. Thank you.
Mr. Pritchard.
Mr. P ritchard. Can you discuss with us the Japanese Government ’s viewpoint? Did you ask that?
I will get it  out of the record. I do think  it is ter ribly im portant, the role they play in all of this.
I th ink it  is unfair. I want to read your statem ent and then I  will ask questions. I  deeply apologize for coming late, but we are at this time in this Congress where we get caught up in conference reports and things where we just can’t leave.
I desperately wanted to be here. I must say I am glad I came in when 1 did.
Mr. Holbrooke. I understand, Mr. Pritchard.

WITHDRAWING INVITATION TO REAGAN

Mr. Wolff. I s it the gentleman’s desire tha t we withdraw the invitation to Mr. Reagan?
Mr. Pritchard. No. 1 think when the Republican members sit down with  you and have a chance to talk it over, we will decide it  really wasn’t a very good idea.
The general proposition, as I understand in subcommittees, is tha t you do consult with the minority before you launch out in any type of an inquiry. I am sure you will stay with that time-honored tradition.







APPENDIX 1
Questions and A nswers on E conomic, Domestic, P olitical, and 

I nternational Developments in  South  K orea

Question. Does the  American Embassy in Korea lack broadly  based contacts at  al l levels of Korean society ?
Answer. Ambassador Gleysteen and  his colleagues in our Embassy in Seoul have very broad contact s at  var ious levels of Korean  society. Mutual dialogue and underst and ing  are  very important between the  United States and the Republic of Korea. There can never be enough of such contact, but  our views are  not based on access to only a few cur ren ts within the  Korean  society. Our Embassy in Seoul has  worked hard to keep us informed of the  views of various groups within  the country. By the na ture  of the situation , however, some persons who seek explicit and public U.S. endorsement of a point of view or a specific U.S. action may allege  that  their  p oint of view is not heard or understood.Question. Wh at is the  legitim acy of the presen t government in Seoul, and how tempora ry is the sur rogate  governmen t?
Answer. Form al legitimacy has  been reta ined by the autho riti es in Seoul. Pre sident  Choi Kyu-hah has continued in his constitutional office, and a civilian  cabinet remains.  However, a number of extr a-leg al and extra -constitu tional ar rang ements have been made since mid-May, including preventing the National Assembly from meeting or func tioning and the  estab lishm ent of military-civi l “Special Committees for  Nat ional Secur ity Measures” which increas ingly are  assuming  authority  normally reserved to the Cabinet, legis lature, and other agencies of the  government.
The  senior Army officers who wield very gre at autho rity  over all aspects of Korean government  at  the present time do so formally through the  mechanism of ex tended mart ial  law.
New constitutio nal  and pol itica l arrang ements are being developed. Effort s appea r to be underwa y during the  nex t few months  to  str ike  accommodations which the  autho riti es hope will bring public supp ort and legitimacy. The natur e of those accommodations are  for  the  Korean people to make, and it  would be inappropr iate  for us to prejudge the resu lts. Pre sident  Choi has  promised that  a constitutional referendu m will be held before  the end of October, and that  elections  will be held in the  spring of 1981 for  a new government which will take office before  the  end of June. The  condi tions  under which these  developments take place and the degree of real  choice a vaila ble to the Korean  people will have an imp ortant  influence on whether a broadly-based government emerges which demonstrably has  achieved legitim acy through the supp ort of the Korean people.Question. We notice  some releases of diss iden ts in Korea. Are these token releases, or are they expressions  of good fai th  of things to come?Answer. There have not been enough significant releases s ince the extension of mart ial  law in mid-May to ind icate a major  effort at  reconcil iation or leniency. In the  wake  of the  larg e stu dent demonst rations in Seoul and the  subsequent near-insurrection in the  southern  city  of Kwangju in May, large  numbers of persons were deta ined  by mart ial  law author ities for  investigation . Reportedly, over 1,000 have subsequently  been released withou t charges , on the  basis of screening and fu rth er  inv estigat ive  work.
A small number of politic ians, including the Preside nt of the  Democratic Republican Party , form er Prim e Min iste r Kim Jong-pil, and seve ral othe r former ly prom inent individuals were relea sed at the  beginning of July  a fter  having re por tedly agreed to turn most of their  wealth over to t he  government and to ref rain from any  furth er  political activity . These  individuals were publicly accused of corrup tion,  although no legal proceedings were ever  held, and their  removal from the polit ical scene seems to have  been ext rac ted  in return  for the ir freedom. A very small number of oth er individuals  who were detained, including some Natio nal Assemblymen, have also been released.

(51)



52

We have  no acc urate lis t of those still  und er ext rao rdi nar y detention  with out 
charg e or trial,  but  believe the  tot al numbe rs severa l hundred. The first formal 
charges aga ins t indiv idua ls detain ed since the extension  of m art ial  law on May 17 
were published on July  4, when form er opposition politica l figure Kim Dae-jung 
and 36 politic al associa tes were f ormally accused of  a sweeping range of violations. 
The autho riti es have indic ated  that  thei r tri als  will be conducted before a m artial 
law court .

'The emphasis  of the aut hor itie s at  thi s time is on “puri ficat ion” of the govern
ment, and  this suggests to many observers th at  fu rth er firings and/o r arr est s 
are  to be expected.
Question. How much freedom of the  press do we hav e? You mentioned 

res tra int s and some censorship. Are we gett ing acc urate st ories  from th at  coun try?
Answer. Str ict censorship and control of the media are in effect unde r martia l 

law author ities. The aut horiti es have  gone to conside rable lengths to limit and 
control access by the Korea n people to all sources of info rmation—e.g. outside  
newspapers, magazines, and broad casts .

This censo rship has not extende d to rep orts  by correspondents of American 
publication s in Korea which are  sent  back to thi s country. The problem is not 
the infor mati on available to the  A merican public, but the  lim itat ions on in form a
tion availabl e to the Korean  public, including severe limi tations  on accu rate 
reportin g of the official views and action s of the  U.S. Government. This has 
understandably  led to mis understandings  by many Koreans of the  degree of 
American involvement  in or  approval  of rece nt events, a situ atio n which we a re 
nat ura lly  m aking every effort to r ectify.
Question. We und erst and  th at  the  economy has sagged very, very appreciably 

and because  of the  chaos and unr est  the re has been a decline in produ ctivi ty, a 
decline in man ufac turin g, and a definite fal l off in exports. Wh at is t he situ ation?

Answers. After nearl y two decades of spec tacu lar economic growth  durin g 
which real increa ses in GNP avera ged abou t 9.5 percent annuall y, Korean  eco
nomic grow th slowed to 7.1 percent in 1979. P ar t of the  slowdown w as self-induced 
as the  government early las t yea r adopte d a stabilizatio n progr am to combat 
growing inflati onary  pressure s. B ut the  dow nturn  was much s harpe r th an expected 
due to las t year 's petroleum price incr ease s and the slowdown in the  w orld econ
omy. F or  th e first hal f o f 1980, the GNP has declined about 2  percent,  and overall 
growth for the  y ear will be minim al. Although Korean  economic planne rs expect 
the inflat ion ra te  to begin to ease soon, it contin ues to run at  between 30 to 40 
percent despite the economic slowdown and risin g unemployment.

While Korea experienced sim ilar economic problems following  the  oil price 
increa ses of 1974, the  economy was  able to rebound quickly to previous high 
levels of growth. A recovery this time is likely to come more slowly because 
of  the  increa sed size a nd sophistica tion of t he Korean economy, risin g prote ction 
ism in ma jor  markets, and increa sed competit ion from othe r exp ortin g nations.

These economic ills have  undoub tedly been exac erbated somew hat by recent 
politic al problems. Export growth  was negative in real  term s last year  and is 
well below its  rece nt h isto rica l tr end  this year. Inve stme nts h ave falle n off sharply, 
and both sectors  are  subject to the  psychological effects of  p oliti cal distur bance s. 
High-level personnel changes and civil disorders have probably caused  decreased 
efficiency in both government and priv ate  sectors. Lat est  ind icators  point to 
contin uing problems in the economy, althou gh the re are  definite  signs th at  in
flatio nary  pressures are  abating . It  will probably tak e some time before the 
economy regains its previous mom entu m; to a larg e ext ent  th is will depend on 
the intern atio nal  energy situation  and the  main tenace of a open tra din g system 
as well as stab iliza tion  of the domestic politic al process. Ba rrin g widesp read civil 
disorder, the long-term economic prospec ts remain  good.
Question. How is the diplom atic sta tus ? How s table  a re thin gs if ou r Committee 

decides to call upon the South Korean government in the  n ear f ut ur e?  Is the re a 
sta te of  cord iality  ? Of re lative s afe ty ?

Answer. I know of no reason  to believe th at  a visi t by the Commit tee to Korea 
would not  be received w ith cord iali ty und er conditions in wh ich the  members  need 
not be concerned about  their  safe ty. However, since governmen tal arra ngemen ts 
ther e are  in transitio n, not all of th e officials of the govern ment curre ntly h ave the 
degree of author ity which is norm ally inheren t in their  offices. Conversely, cer
tain indi vidu als exercis ing majo r autho rity do not at  this  time occupy positions  
which would m ake it  en tirely app rop ria te perhap s f or the  Com mittee  to  call upon 
them.
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Question. What is the  diplom atic sta tus of the  Government of the  Republic of 
Korea with  othe r countrie s beside us?

Answer. Recent events, with  one possib le exception , have no t affected the  formal 
diplom atic re lations  of the Republic of  Korea with any country.  112 coun tries have  
diplom atic relat ions  with Seoul. Since the  extens ion of mart ial  law in mid-May, 
only one coun try—the  Seychelles—has  withdrawn its  recogni tion of the Republic 
of Korea.
Question, H ave the units  which were withdrawn by the Koreans from  the ROK- 

US Combined Forces  Command following  the assa ssination of Pre sident  P ark  in 
late  October been r esto red to the Combined Command?

Answer. Following President  Pa rk ’s assassination , General Wickham was in
formed on a contingency basis  tha t, if the situ ation warran ted , the Korean 
Government, migh t need on short notice to seek release of cer tain designated units  
from their  Combined Command responsibi lities . In fact,  these  un its were never at  
that  time withdrawn from the Combined Command and the contingency did not 
materialize.

In mid-May 1980, some of these  same uni ts which had  been discussed on a con
tingency basis in late  October 1979 were fo rmally  requested for  release from the ir 
Combined Command responsib ilities.  This  was gran ted. As of Jun e 25, approxi
mately two-thirds of the  u nits involved were already  returned to Combined Com
mand responsibi lities  and control. The principa l un its  which have thus fa r not 
been re turned  to the Combined Command are  two bat tali ons  of the  Fi rs t Marine  
Division normally stat ioned at the  Southeas tern  s eaport of Pohang, and elements 
of the 20th Infantry  Division. The Marine elements a re  p ar t of t he  reserve forces 
of the Combined Command, and the  20th Division serves  as a reserve  of a forward 
army.
Question. What are  the  whereabouts and physical condition of the  various 

people who have been incarcerated? Can the ir families  visi t them?  Specifically, 
what about Kim Dae-jung  an d Kim Jong-pil  and the  like?

Answer. We have  no info rma tion  on the  majori ty of those deta ined  by the 
Korean m art ial  law auth ori ties since mid-May. Mr. Kim Jong-pil, Mr. Lee Hu-rak, 
and several others were released from  custody at  th e beginning of July . We have 
been repeatedly assured by the  most  aut horitative  levels of the Korean Govern
ment th at  Mr. Kim Dae-jung and  a number of other prom inent indiv idua ls are  
well and  are  being tre ate d with  courtesy.  They are evidently being held in a 
number of separa te locations  in Seoul. We have been assu red th at  families 
and lawyers  would be provided access to  the  prisoners shor tly a fter  init ial  investi 
gations were completed and  form al charges filed. Such charges were filed aga ins t 
Mr. Kim Dae-jung and 36 others on July 4. We do no t yet have  any independent 
evidence of the wel fare  of any of these or othe r p rison ers still  in  detent ion under 
extended ma rtial law. We con tinue s trongly to u rge Korean autho riti es to p ermit 
immediate access at  lea st by family members and legal counsel.
Question. What is our present troop s trength in Korea?
Answer. Authorized streng th of U.S. Forces  in Korea  as of the  beginning of 

July is 37,474 personnel. Of t his  total, 29,065 are Army, and 8,150 a re Air  Force. 
The remain ing 259 are Navy and Mar ine Corps personnel.
Question. Do we hav e any indication of the amount and type of milita ry equip

ment that  has been brou ght into  Vietnam from the Soviet Union?
Answer. Since the 1979 Chinese invas ion of Vietnam, the  USSR has supplied  

considerably-increased am ounts (as  compared to 1978 and prior  years) of milit ary  
hardw are  to Vietnam. 1979 arms shipments were about fou r times  gre ate r tha n 
1978. I f the  present  level is  maintain ed tot al arms sh ipments in 1980 will be some
what lower  than in 1979. These suppl ies consist mainly of weapons types  al read y 
in use in Vietnam, but  have also includ ed small qua nti ties of first-t ime curre nt 
export-model weapons of types not  possessed by China.



AP PE ND IX  2
S ta te m e n t  of J. B r yan  H e h ir , U n it e d  S tates  C ath olic  

C o n fer en c e

U.S.  P ol icy in  K ore a : Sec uri ty  an d H u m a n  R ig hts

This testimony, submitted on behalf of the U.S. Catholic 
Conference (USCC) is based upon the relationship we have had with 
the Catholic church in Korea. The relationship is predicated, 
in part, on the substantial impact which U.S. policy has on events 
in Korea as these affect human dignity, human rights, democratic 
freedoms and the problem of security. These guestions, political 
in content, are also moral issues precisely because they touch the 
dignity of the human person and the way in which society is structured 
Hence, they engage the church's social ministry of justice and 
peace in Korea, and because of U.S. involvement with Korea, they 
are of concern to the church in this country. We are very ap
preciative, therefore, for the opportunity to submit testimony 
to this subcommittee which has such a direct and powerful role 
in shaping U.S. policy toward Korea.

The testimony is based on the continuing analysis we make 
of U.S.-Korean relations, but more specifically it is the result 
of a joint USCC-National Council of Churches (NCC) visit to the 
church in Korea which Ms. Peggy Billings (NCC) and X just made in 
mid-August. The purpose of this testimony is to draw upon infor
mation gained in that visit and to place it in a broader policy 
perspective. The essential policy question, in our view, is the 
relationship of human rights and security in Korea; in the context 
of this question the testimony will also comment on the Kim Dae Jung 
trial.
I. Human Rights and Security

Human rights were a persistent problem for U.S. policy in Korea 
throughout the regime of President Park. The assassination of Park 
and the steps taken immediately after it raised hopes that the era 
of dictatorial rule was over and the first steps toward the res
toration of democracy could begin. These hopes were jolted by 
the coup on December 12, 1979, and they were demolished in the 
restoration of martial law throughout the country in May 1980.
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Korea today is on the way back to the atmosphere of the Park 
era with a vengeance. Indeed most of those we consulted during 
our visit (Koreans and foreigners) expect the regime of Chon Doo 
Hwan to be more repressive and more systematically dictatorial 
than the Park regime. The actions of the government and the atmos
phere created by them provide evidence that some of the worst fears 
of these observers are being realized.

The possibility of truly free and representative elections is 
a very distant hope. The press is a controlled instrument of" 
propaganda for the government. Our visit coincided with the opening 
of the trial of Kim Dae Jung and his codefendants as well as with 
the resignation of President Choi Kyu Ha. The press coverage was 
designed both to destroy Kim Dae Jung as a public figure and to 
pave the way for Chon Doo Hwan's take over of the reins of power 
in Korea. The political opposition has been effectively decimated. 
The "purification program", an aggressive government campaign 
against corruption and inefficiency is undoubtedly appreciated as 
a needed reform by many Koreans. At the same time it is also being
used to intimidate labor leaders or others in the work force who
could pose any organized resistance to the government. The com
bination of a controlled press, the lack of political opposition 
and the universities being reopened under tight government super
vision all produce a situation where freedom of speech is impossible 

This series of actions by the government has created an atmos
phere of fear and suspicion which pervades Korean society. For 
some years now one of the church leaders we visited. Cardinal Kim, 
the Archbishop of Seoul, has said that this is the fundamental 
consequence of dictatorial rule: a society in which fear is so 
pervasive that trust among the population is eroded. People fear 
the government, its agency the Korean CIA, which seems to be every
where present, and then they come to fear and distrust each other. 
This of course is the familiar dynamic of Communist societies, 
which is precisely what makes the atmosphere so devastating in a 
society defined by its opposition to and difference from a Com
munist society.
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This attack on human rights and democratic freedoms by the 
government is justified principally by an appeal to "security".
As used by the Korean government, security means military security, 
i.e., protection of the South from attack or subversion by the 
North. Now it is clear that people of almost all political 
persuasion in the South agree that military security is necessary. 
This was manifest at the time of the announcement of the U.S. 
troop withdrawal. Those in Korea who were vigorously opposed to 
the Park regime on human rights grounds and who wanted increased 
pressure on Park did not want the troops withdrawn.

The debate in Korea is not whether security is necessary; 
it is whether military security is sufficient. Cardinal Kim has 
stated forcefully what others believe firmly: the government's 
narrow definition of security (as military) is eroding the real 
security of the nation.

By failing to develop a concept of security which includes 
the protection of human rights and the promotion of democratic 
freedom as essential to security, the government is endangering 
the future of the country. This is because it creates a kind of 
opposition among key sectors of the populace which threatens the 
cohesion of the society. The Cardinal has said often that the 
present policy destroys the people's will to resist outside forces

Of particular concern to this testimony is the fact that U.S. 
policy in its present form reenforces this narrow view of security 
rather than providing an alternative vision. The Carter policy 
has proven to be severely disappointing to the Koreans we saw. At 
the outset of this Administration there was a conscious balance 
struck between human rights and security considerations in Korea. 
This was a welcome change from the Kissingerian style of ignoring 
human rights problems whenever the security question came into 
play. The Carter policy, therefore, aroused the hopes of the 
Korean people.
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Critics of the Carter policy, here and there, often found the 
tactics unsatisfactory - the penchant for private diplomatic pres
sure rather than any public gesture indicating U.S. attempts to 
intensify the human rights issue in Korea. At times though even 
public moves were made, the clearest being the significant omission 
of Korea from Vice President Mondale's first foreign trip in 1977.

Today the debate about the Administration's policy is not 
about tactics but about substance. The tension of the early 
years between human rights and security has been lost. Perhaps 
the cause of the shift is increased superpower tension; perhaps 
it is short-term election year tactics. Whatever the cause, the 
result is that U.S. policy, implicitly and explicitly, reenforces 
the direction of Chon Doo Hwan: security equals military security 
and human rights along with democratic institutions are dispensable 
items at this time.

No clearer example can be found of the Administration's 
acquiesence to this line of thinking than its handling of Gen. 
Wickham's statement of support for Chon Doo Hwan just before our 
trip to Korea. The statement was taken in Korea as an expression 
of U.S. policy. At the U.S. embassy I was assured that a spokesman 
had negated it. In Korea people seemed neither to have heard 
nor believed the spokesman. The problem was that the Wickham' case 
can be compared to the Singlaub case. The strong feeling was that 
if General Wickham was sent back, as he now has been, this would 
illustrate the logic of U.S. policy far more clearly than any 
statement.

In a sense the present direction of U.S. policy can be grasped 
by comparing two different issues: the Kim Dae Jung case and the 
Wickham statement. After modest beginnings, the Administration 
publicly and privately has intensified its intervention in the case 
of Kim Dae Jung. Hardly anyone doubts that the U.S. is actively
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pressing the Korean regime to guarantee that Kim will not be executed 
While U.S. efforts to pressure for an "open trial" have hardly been 
successful, the attention given to Kim Dae Jung's fate is ap
preciated and regarded as very necessary given the regime's desire 
to rid the country of Kim's witness.

While we concentrate on this case, however, the appearance 
and the reality seems to be that the main lines of Chon Doo Hwan's 
policy go uncontested. The Wickham statement has made us prisoners 
of the policy even though we still contest cases. In this situation 
our human rights concerns are reduced to specific instances while 
we fail to deal with the framework which produces the cases.

When pressed on this distinction the Administration usually 
pleads lack of leverage. The declining amounts of U.S. economic 
aid are cited as proof of decreasing influence. There is a further 
concern not to be interventionary which I grant is a healthy concern 
in principle for U.S. policy. The problem in the Korea case is 
that pleading nonintervention as a reason for inaction on human 
rights conveys the idea that the U.S. is an outside observer to 
the Korean scene. The presence of 37,000 troops, armed with nuclear 
weapons, and the history of the last 25 years makes the U.S. an 
actor on the scene: the question is how we use our presence. The 
plea of lack of leverage rings hollow with Koreans who have lived 
so close to U.S. presence for so long.

The result of the present policy is a perceptible, indeed 
palpable, increase of anti-American feeling in Korea. Even a brief 
visit brings home the fact. It was described for us by church 
officials, by the families of those on trial and by individuals 
(Koreans and foreigners) whom we met during our visit. The quality
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of this feeling is different than the kind of anti-American attitude 
one finds in other nations. For the Koreans it seems to be a case 
of disappointed expectations, a sense of being let down by American 
policy on precisely those grounds (human rights and democracy) 
which they understood to be the distinctive guality of our country.
It translates into a sense that we are uninterested in standing 
abroad for what we treasure at home. One leading church figure 
summarized it as: you have defended your capitalism abroad but not 
your democracy.
II.- The Trial of Kim Dae Jung

Our visit to Korea coincided by design with the trial of Kim 
Dae Jung. The USCC and the NCC had supported the idea of an observer 
from the International Commission of Jurists (ICJ) at the Kim trial. 
When the government turned ICJ down, it became even more necessary, 
we believed, to have someone present from the U.S. churches when 
the trial began. We were, of course, not at the trial.

The trial is described as "open" by the Korean government.
The claim should be challenged, indeed it should be denied. Nothing 
we found in the circumstances surrounding the trial gives the 
adjective open any credibility. Our delegation met with some of 
the families of the defendants in the trial. As they said in a 
statement published at the outset of the trial they were totally 
unsatisfied with the pre-trial preparations. They had tried to hire 
defense lawyers and found that some had been intimidated while others 
simply would not take the case. Just days before the trial lawyers
suddenly appeared as defense counsel whom they did not know, and 
under the circumstances, could hardly trust.

Admission to the courtroom was by ticket. The press was 
limited to two foreign correspondents allowed in on a rotating 
basis along with some members of the Korean press. The foreign 
reporters prepared a pool story which was censored by the government 
before it could be used. Five diplomatic observers were allowed 
into the courtroom.
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On the whole the impression one takes away is not only that 

the trial is not open but the verdict concerning Kim Dae Jung is 

all but assured. The government controlled press is certainly 
setting the stage for a guilty verdict. My view is the conviction 

is assured and that only the sentence is open for negotiation. The 

U.S. efforts to prevent execution should be maintained and in

tensified. There is good cause to be concerned.

III. The Kwangju Incident^
The other major theme of our visit was the Kwangju incident, 

the way in which the Korean government suppressed the student-led 

demonstration in Kwangju during the last two weeks of May. Many 

descriptions of the event have been published. It is not my 

purpose to review the details again. I did visit Kwangju and 
talked with Archbishop Youn and his associates. Three points 
are worth stressing in this testimony. First, the Archbishop is 

convinced that the government troops provoked violence from the 
people. Second, as yet no satisfactory investigation of the incident 

has taken place; the Archbishop suggested to the government that 

an international body be invited in to make a report. Third,
Kwangju has left a population filled with resentment at their 

own government.
Our visit covered other themes such as the government's 

handling of the Kwangju incident and the continuing role of the 

churches in human rights questions. Rather than detail those 

issues here I conclude with a special plea to this subcommittee 

to intensify and expand its range of activities regarding U.S.- 

Korea relations. It is a crucial time and there is a great danger 

that the pressure of election year politics will override the 

necessary business of carefully shaping a complex policy. A 

return to the earlier Administration policy of balancing security 

concerns with an equally strong policy dimension of human rights 

is what is needed. I urge the subcommittee to do all it can to 

assist this change in policy.

o
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